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CHAPTER 1

STUDY METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

A Comprehensive Study of the Department of pefense Depen=—
dents Schools [DoDDsS] was mandated by the 96%h Congress as part
of the 1978 amendments to the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965, The general objectives of theystudy were to

determine:

* The extent to which DoDDS offers a broad, equal. and
gquality educational opportunity to students, and the
degree to which these opportunities meet student needs
and community expectations

The extent to which student progress in the development
of skills, behaviors, and attitudes is rdlated to stu-
dent needs and educational expectations

The degree to which.resources.and facilities are avail=-
able, equitably distributed, and effectively utilized
to provide quality educational programs in an overseas
setting

1

The degree to which organjizational structure and
management practices are appropriate and effective in
facilitating the delivery of quality educaticonal pPro-
grams

The extent to which DoDDS will be affected by future
factors and recent trends in American life, military
planning, and host country politics

In April of 1982 Advanced Technology, Inc. and its sub-

contractors-~George Washington University, the University of

Southern California, the Center for Studies in Social Policy, and

Westinghouse Information Services--were awarded a l4-month com-
petitive contract to conduct this assessment. These issues were

to be studied within the context of the five operating subsystems

-
~

i
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of DobDs (i.e., education, personnel, finance, logistics: and
executive services).

The Department of Defense Dependents £chools is an ele-
mentary and secondary schocl system established within the
Department of Defense [DoD]. The purpose of this system is to

ensure that the education of the children of military service

personnel and civilian employees does not suffer when families

. are authorized to accompany the sSponsor oOn an overseas military
assignment. Title XIV, the "Defense Dependents tducation Act of
1978" of Public Law 95-361 established DoDﬁS‘and mandated the
system to establish certain programs.

The concept of providing educatrion to military dependents
dates back o the 1860s: however, it was only as recent as 1965
that the concept of a cohesive, standardized scnool system was
acted upon. Until that time elementary and secondary educational
activities were sponsored independently by each service's major
command. In 1965 the Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense (Manpower and Reserve Affalirs) provided policy direction
for overseas dependents schlools and divided the worldwide system
into three regions. DoD was given total operational responsi-
oility for this system by Congress in 1976, at which time the
Defense Office of Dependents tducaticn was established.

At the time the Comprehensive Study was undertaken DoDDS wés,
a system of 269 schools located in 20 countries worliwile. The
system was comprised of a headguarters office (the 0ffice of

Dependents Schools)., located in Alexandria. Virginia. and six

18
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organizational regions.* The worldwide complement ©f schools and
enrollment of elementary and secondary students was distributed

among the regions at the opening of the 1982-83 school year as

follows:

Region Regional Office Enrollment Schools
Germany-North weisbaden, wWest Germany . 44,300 78
Germany~South Karlsruhe, West Gerﬁany 33,900 65
Mediterranean  Madrid, Spain - 13, 4C0 32
Atlantic London, United Xingdom 15,600 39
Paci fic Okinawa, Japan 23,100 . 40
Panama Albrook Air rorce Base 7:.800 ' 15

DoDDs is mandated to provide a high quality education to its
students, and in practice uses stateside school systems as one
penchmark against which to assess its successes and failures.
DoDDS, however, is unlike any stateside system. The unigueness
of DoDDS was summarized by a principal responding to.the Compre-

hensive Study:

There is ar education that is most difficult
to statistically record that DoDDS kids
receive. Three years living in Germany.
Italy, England, and Norway add to the DoDDS
program. Field trips to the market, the
study of a medieval church or 2 track meet
with host nation students add to one's
education a dimension stateside schools would
give their best to obtain.

*The Germany-North and Germany-South regions were consolidated
into a single region in January 1983.
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PRELIMINARY PROJECT ACTIVITIES °

Review of DoDDS Background Information

Prior to contract award and continuing into May 1982
‘Advanced Technology began to accumulate background material on
e DoDDS worldwide school system for review and classification.

\ -

Key documents obtained include the following:

e . Evaluation reports ¢f the North Central Association of
Colleges and Schocls

Department of Education Transition Team~-Final Report’

Curriculum guidelines including program goals and
objectives and approved lists of basic texts and
instructional materials

DoDDS assessments of student achievement, skill devel-
opment, «nd attitude surveys L~

I
National achievement test results including SAT, ACT,
Metropolitan Readiness Tests, NAEP reports, and the
High School and Beyond Study
Five~-year curriculum develcpme:t plans and rgports
School staffing reports

Resource and facilities surveys

School, Regional, and Headquarters Office recoras and
reports

Regulations, manuals, and administrative instructions

Reports of the General Accounting office and Defense
Audit Service |

211 documents were reviewed by senior staff and classified
in terms of inhe XKey subsystems of the study. i.e., personnel,
£inance., logistics, education, and executive services. These

resources formed the rore of the project's management information

system.
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Formative Interviews

Immediately after contract award and concurrent with the
document review activity, informational interviews were conducted
by senior project staff with key personnel in the Office of
Dependents Schools [ODS]. Nearly 50 such interviews were con-
ducted involving personnel from the Office of the Director, and
from the Divisions of Executive Services, Educatisn, éerson-
nel, Logistics, ard Finance. The interviews served to identify
and refine information requirements and'issues of concern to
Jeadquarters staff. These interviews also helped establisn the
relaéive priority of the issues under the 64 topics enumerated 1in
the work statement and identify the relationships among them.

Iﬁéividual interviews were als® conducted with memberes of
the National Advisory Council on Deperidents Education during the

course of their meeting in washington in April of 1982. These

interviews added an important practitioner perspective to issues

identified by ODS staff.

Site visits were conducted in each of the six DoDDS regions
during May and June of 1982 to identify and evaluate lssues
heyond the Headguarters level. In each region, interviews were
conducted with the Regional Director, Deputy Director, and
nunerous personnel,wiihin the Divisions of Administrative Ser-
vices, Bducation, Personnel, Financial Management, and Logistics.
‘In addition: individual‘gphools were visited‘and int?rviews con-

ducted with the principal, Xey administrators, and teachers.

M~jor Military Commands were also visited in the spring of
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1982 to further inform the identification of critical issues and

subsequent development of the research -.design,

Reanalysis of Extant Data

As 1s true of the other preliminary project activities, the
reanalysis ok extant data had a direct and substantive input to
the study design.‘ Twe components made this possible: (1) the
ongoing refinement and prioritizaticn oé study issves and
research questions and (2) ghe generation «f data used directly
in this report.

The Defense Manpower Data Center's 1978 Omnibus Survey of
military personnel comprised cone source of extant data for which
secondary analysis was performed. Of particular interest and
relevance to the Comprehensive Study were those survey itams
concerning (1) likelihood of extending military ssrvice and (2)
rating the quality of schooils for dependents. The data set was
screened to include only those personnel with dependents. Sep-
arate cross-tapulations were optalaed for officers, NCOs, and
other enlisted personnel. Items were cruss-tabulated with each
sther and individually by last overseas location. The criginal
response categories were C¢'llapsed ro exclude nonrespondensts and
irrelevant geograpnical areas from the percentage discributions.

nother major secondary analysis effort concerned <he High
School and Beyond Study. This data bas2 was exaalned in an
effor- to datermine comparapility of DeDDS and statesile school

students in terms of availanility of courses. The relationship



¢f course work and other background factors %o student achieve-
men*t levels was also examined for both DODDS and stateside stu-
dents. The metnodology employed in the reanalysis of the High -
School and Beyond Study is described in detail in Chapter 6.

Advisory Panel

An Advisory Panel consisting of eight individuals was chosen

-~
i

by Advaaced Technology o serve as an independent *echnical
advisory group 0 the project s“affi Panelists were nominated to .
provide expertise across the following areas:

e Stareside school district administra%tion

e Education policy analysis

* DoD policy analysis

e Research methodology and désign
Summaries of the expertise of the panel members (iden«ified
below) are provided in Exhibit l-1.

RADM Jonn L. But«s, Jr.
U.S. Navy Retired

Dr. John M. Luke, former Superintendent of Schools
Chicopee, Massachusetts

Dr. Edward J. Meade. Jr.
Ford Foundation

Dr. Floretta McKenzie, Superintendent of Public
Schools, District of Columbia

Dr wWilliam S. Pierce, Executive Director
Council of Chief State School ¢Officers

Dr. Corrine Rieder, Federal Relations Officer
Columbia University

Dr. David Segal, Professor of Sociology and of
Government and Politics, University of Maryland

Dr. Mady Segal, Professor of Socliology
University of Maryland
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ERIC

JAruiToxt provided by ERIC

g-1

L

Pl

Hear Adwiral jonn L. Butts, fr., USN (Ret)

Admiral Butts has sorved In thu Europwan theater 8s Dlractor ol Opurations to Ihe Commandur-In-Chlaf Navy Curope and as Executlive
Asslslant ko the Coummander~In-Chlal Havy Paclflc and as Commandur of a corrlor group. He a2s an extensive background ln il aspects of
wmil)tary persomol, loglstics and tiscal “ollcy, and practicues. - * PN

Br. jfohn M. Luke :

0Or. Jubn Luker has servel s Superintondent for the Chicopee Publlc Schooks In Massachnsutts, and for school systeus fn Pannsylvania and
Mlmnssotas 1k hod served as 4 reprotentstlve 10 the NATO contorence from 1978 1o 1981, In 1981, he was o mamber of & roview reom

which perdormed o DoDDS rwglonal cumpl lance uveluation.

br. Edward J. Meade .

br. Hoads has beon a Senlor Program Ol flcer with the Ford Foundatlun In tha area of educatlional lmprovemant and pollcy sliace 1960. Ia
1962 hi was & momher O 4 resworch tuam which perforswd on evalustbon or DADDS, and In 1963-64 he served on the Dolense Advisory
Catnl | tew on Educatlon.  In additlon, he has served for threg yoars as a memb~~ Ol Fhe Secratary of tho Navy*s Advisory Board on
Fducation and Traltnlng 1SANETI and 1a 1969 was o spuclal consultand to the then 5ocretary of HOW, Roburt Finch,

Dy, floretts MKXenzlo

r

Ir. McKenzle 1s' curruntly Superintendunt of Schiools In Washington, D.C. Prlor ta thls she served as Asslstant Secretary. tor Schoal
Improvemont within the U.S. Department of Educatlon.

l

Dr. Witilam 5. I*lercu

1

br. Plerce |s thu Execotlve Dlrector of the Conncll of Chief S5tafu School Offlcers. e has hald posttlons as a Deputy State Susmr-
lutoudant ol Schools In Michlyan and, while wllk the U5, Offlce ol Edocallon, he served as Acting Commbssboner, Deputy Commlsslonsr,

aml AssaClalu Comnlss lonar.

Dre Corrlnc itleder

Or. Rlziber (s currently foildural Relatlons Officer of Columbla Unlversity, She has formerly servod as Vice President of danks Street
Tizachers Collage and as o cansul tant $o the Ford Foundatlon. Prilor posfllons Include swrving as Exacutive Director ol Youthwork, lac,;
snd, whllo with HIE, belng rusponsible lor Vocational /Cereusr Educatlon Prograns. .

brs Davld Sudai '
Or. Seqael Is corrontly a ¥Islting Sclentlst with Ihe Brookings Tnstlitutlon. Prloec oxporlences Include a positlion as Chlef of the
Soclal’ rocessues Technlcal Arvae af the U.S. Army Resodrch bnstltule, whore e was reosponsible for all aspocts of soclal sclence

rescoch wllkln Yhu Army. ~

Dras Mady Sujal

e e e it

bre Segal Is carr ulll|r an Assoc 1410 Profussor of SocTology af the Unlversl bty of Maryland. Formorly she held research posltions with
the Duepar fuenl ot LT ery Puycholuyy, Waltor Ruwd Army inslifute ‘of Ruesudrch, snd af the Army Ruscarch Inst{tute for the Behavioral

amd s0clal Scleaces. Shu Is a spoclallst In Issuas celating to family adjusihment la milltary settings.

EXHIBIT 1-1 . .

[l
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, The Advisory Panel met twice at Advanced Technology's Reston
Ifacility during the course of the project. At the first meeting.:

in July of 1982 all aspec£s ot the stndy were prasented in an
initial overview including progress to da%e and activities yet to

be accomplished. Particular attention was given to the refine-

ment of study issues, the development of specific research gues-
tions, and the approgriateness of various data .~olleetion method-
ologies to individual research questions. The guidance received
from the Advisory Panel'represented 32 major milestone in the

" forrulation of research questions and the data collection

approach,

The panel met again in March of 1983 to review study find-
ings and full drafts of the final reports. Guidance was received
regarding possible revisions to the draft reports, additional
analyses, alternative interpretations of the data, and the

implicaiions of draft recommendations.

RESEARCH DESIGN

Formulation of the research questions employed a multi-

dimensional matrix approach. At the first level of this matrix

the five operating subsystems of DoDDS were superimposed on the

five major study issues with the following result:

Edu~ Per- Executive
cation sonnel Logistics Finance Services

Educational Opportunity X X X
Student Progress X

- Resources & Facilities X X X .
Structure & Management X X X X X
Future PFactors X X X X X
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This first level provided direction as 'to the concepts that
should underlie the research questions and indication as to where
. in the system evidence would be found to address the study

issues.

.

A framework was then developed outlining in general terms
the components pf each study issue and the aspects of the system
that reéhired measurement. For example, under the issue of edu-
catioﬁal opportunity it was determined that data would be
required describing quality, access, and delivery regarding the
educational programs, the staff, and the facilities. Under
resources and facilities, data requirements were categorized as
pertaining to planning, providing and monitoring the personnel,
logistics, and finan-es of the system. The net result of this
was & matrix of 46 cells in which research questions were formu-

lated. For each research question, data sources and collecrion

methods were specified.

The next steps in the design process jncluded issue synthe-
sis and prioritization. Issue synthesis involved identification
of cross-cutting issues spanning the five organizational subsys-
tems and research questions that appeared in more than ~ne cell,
Research questions were ranked according to the direction in the
scope of work, information acquired through the interviews, fur-
ther review of the background materials, and the advice of the
Advisory Panel and Project Officer. From this Point measures
were described for each research question. priorities
re-examined, survey items specified, and priorities again

re-examined in light of respondent nurden.
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This process ensured that while the study would be compre-
hensive it would be targeted at the most significant and critical
issues. This process also provided a framework for later

analysis of the data.

SAMPLE SELECTION

Mail Survey of School Principals

The mail survey of school principals consisted of a universe
sample involving all 269 schools in the DoDDS system. A matrix
design was employed as a means of reducing respondent burden.

The decision as to which school principals received which of two
versions of the questionnaire was made by rotating systematically
through the entire list of schools stratified by region. A .
random half of the principals therefore received version A of the
survey questionnaire and the remaining half version B.

Representative Site Visitation Sample

The representative visits to 40 sites required that a strat-
ified random sampling technique be employed. A proportionate
stratified sample was selected using probability methods after
grouping ald schools by the following variables: (1) DoDDS
region, (2) predominant military service, (3) distance in hours

from Regional Office, and (4) enrcllment size of school. The

respondent sample is illustrated in Exhibit 1-2.

Once the 40 schools were selected using this procedure,
respondent selection within schools was performed. Certain

respondents, such as the principsl, cognizant Base Commander,
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REGION UNIVERSE SAMPLE

Germany~North 75 11
Germany-South ' 65 9
Mediterranean 34 - 6
Atlantic 40 5
Pacific 40 6
Panama 15 3
SERVICE‘

Air Force 112 15
Army ) 117 19
Navy 27 . 4
Marines 13 2
DISTANCE

< 2 Hours
2-6 Hours

» & Hours

SIzZ=

< 400

470 or More

EXHIBIT 1-2

COMPARISON OF CHARACTERISTICS OF DoDDS UNIVERSE
70 REPRESENTATIVE SAMPLE OF 40 DoDDS SCHOOLS
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Base BEngineer, and Civilian Personnel Office [CPO] Director were
chosenl with certainty since they are the only personé filling
those roles for each site. All teachers-at each school received
the survey questionnaire. For the remaining respondents, how-
ever, random sampling was again employed. Upon arrival at each
site, interviewers were furnished with rosters of teachers.,
specialists, parents, students, and School Advisory Committee

[{SAC] members. Then the following standard random sampling steps

"were followed:

° Determine the total eligible population for each
respondent category from the roster provided.

Divide the total eligible population oy the requiread
number of vespondents to determine the sampling
interval.

Randomly select a starting.point (from a random number
table) equal to or less than the interval, which
becomes the first respondent selected.

Add the skip interval to each succeeding number to
* select all remaining respondents.

Precise written instructions regarding random sampling, defini~
tions of each category of respondents, and a random number table
were provided all interviewers.

Case Studies

Case studies were intended to expand the depth of the
information base in regard to specific issues; as such, sites for
the case studies were purposively selected. Informaticn for
selection was acquired through previous project activities and

the suitability of each site in terms of the topical areas of

)
concern. Considerable guidince regarding possible sites for




case studies was received from ODS and Regional Office personnel.
Exhibit 1-3 identifies the sites selected under each of the case
study topics. A random sample of 20 special education student
files was selected for data abstraction at all sites visited for
the quality of education case study.

Major Commands, and Military Finance and Accounting Offi-
ces, were additional samples involved in the data collection
effort for the project. All Major Commands having cognizance
over DoDDS~related activities were included in that sample., All
local finance and accounting offices serving the 40 schools in
the representative sample as well as three major finance and
accounting offices in Upper Heyford, England: Torrejon, Smain:
and Swetzingen, Germany (USAFACEUR) were sampled. Interviews at
each site were held with a cross-section of persons performing

DobDS-related functions 1a these offices.

Stateside Resources Comparability Survey

Five respondent universes were deSignated for the resources

comparability survey of stateside education agencies., These are

descriped below with indication of whether sampling was required

and the number of administrative units surveyed for each category

gf respondent.

® Local Education Agencies [LEAs]) of conmparadle size to
DoDDS. Size was defined as enrollment being x 50
percent of DoDDS' enrollment (70,000-210,000) and the
number of schools being + 50 percent the numoer of
schools operated by DoDDS (137-410). Fifteen LEAS met.
these criteria and were included with certainty.
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NO. OF
TOPIC CASE STUDIES

Regional Ofice Managegent

Quality of Education

Pupil Transportation

Military Community and
School Interface

Management Information

School Construction

Overcharging for Support
Services

Host Country Schools as
Alternatives to DoDDS

EXHIBIT 1-3

SITES

5 Regional Offices

-

11 Schools, 2 Educa-
tional Service
Centers

Regional Offices,
3 Schools

Schools and Cogni-
zant Local Support
Services

Regional Office, 3
Schools

Military Engineer
Division, 1
Regional Office,
2 Construction
Projects

Regional Cffices
2 Schools

school and 1Its
Community

PURPOSIVE SAMPLE FOR CASE STUDIES
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LEAs with concentrations of small schools comparable to
DoDDs. The universe was defined as LEAs with the total
number of schools in the LEA between 137 and 410 and
the proportion of small schools most like DoLDS. ~The
six districts meeting these criteria were randomly
selected for the survey.

The three LEAs closest in size to each of DoDDS' six
regions where size was measured first by total enroll-
ment and second by average school enrollment.. The

18 districts meeting these criteria were included in
the survey.

LEAs of comparable size to DoDDS regions with high con-
centrati~ns of students from military families. High
concen: - ‘tion was defined by the proportion of military
impacted enrollment. The six districts having the
highest military impact were included in the study.

Statewide school systems of comparable size to DoDDS
were studied {using a modified version of the LEA sur~
vey instrument). Comparable size was defined as having
between 137 and 410 schools and enrollment between
70,900 and 210,000. Seven states and the District of
Columbia met these criteria and were surveyed with
certainty. ‘ ‘

INETRUMENTATION

A package of 20 instruments was developed for the DoDDS
Comprehensive Study. Included in this package were 2 versions of
a mail questionnaire sent to all school principals in the 6
CoDDS regions; a series of 10 interview instruments used to
collect data from respondents at the 40 sites in the represen-
tat.ive sample: 2 .instruments for documentation of interviewers'’
obsaervations; a resources comparability survey form for Local
Zducation Agencies and an analogous form for statre education

agencies; less structured protocols for use in the 20 case

studies (including the Major Command and Military Finance

oud Accounting Office visits), amd a data extraction form for

reviewing special educat.ion needs.
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’
A pretest of all the draft interview and survey.instruments

was undertaken in September 1982 in Frankfurt, Hanau, and Bad
Kreuznach, West Germany. The pretest indicated that a single

3

comprehensive instrument should be used to collect data from
principals and assistant principals since the duties assigned to
assistant principals vary from schooli to school. This allowed
injividual principals to decide whiéh questions would be best
addreséed by the assistant principals. As a result of the ére-
test of the mail survey instrument, the questionnaire was sepa-
rated into two versions, e&ch containing the same core items for
all areas of inguiry but with one version probing more exten-
sively into educational issues.and one with an in~depth focys on
administrative and logistical concerns. Also it was observed

that many of the data elements contained in ‘the base commander

instrument could be obtained in a discussion with the Schools

Officer. ' Base commanders were thus advised that, for questions
regarding operational issues, the Schools Officer could‘be desig~
nated to resﬁond to those items.

The pretest also previded information on the foliowing
aspects of all draft instruments tested:

e Feasibility of the instruments to collect the desired
data “

Preliminary item content

Appropriateness of items to measure the desired
phenomenon ’

Preliminary instrument format

Actual administration time required for the purpose of
estimating respondent burden

1 4,




! Respondent selection proczdures were also discussed with
school principals during the pretest. It was decided that to
ensure randomness interviewers would select respondent students,
parents, teachers, specialists, and School Advisory Committee
members from current rosters available at the schools rather than
having school personnel draw thesejsamples prior to site visits.

Mail Survey of School Principals

Both versions of the mail survey form consisted of 105 indi-

vidual items. Approximately one-third of the questions were

identical across questionnaires with the most critical questions
for each topic of interest, included in both versions. This
ensured that, to some degree, all issues were addressed 1n both
versions and permitted later analytic comparisons of the two
portions of the sample. The remaining two-thirds of each form
focused in-~depth on particular issues.

version A of the principal survey focused more extensively
on educational and instructional issues. For e;ample: while both
surveys nged basic questions about the five~vear curriculum
development process, version A included several more detailed and
specific questions about the process. Similar patterns exist in
such areas as guality of instruction, graduation reguirements,
use of specialists, and other educationally oriented activities.

Version B emphasized administrative and support services,
and it included detailed questions about personnel, student
transportation, budget oreparation., £facilities, zand schooil

safety.




Instrumentation for the Representative Site Visitation Sample

The instrumentation for the representative visitation sample
p P

consisted of a l4-part package of interview protocols and obser-

vation forms. The specific
was designed and the number
instrument are presented in

The focus of the items
described for the principal
instrument Lo instrument to

different respondents. The

ing guestions impossible in

Case Study Protocols

The intent of the case

respondent for. whom -each interview
of items within each interview

Exhibit 1-4.

taken as a whole was similar to that
survey. The conteat varvied from
reflect the varying experience of
interview instruaents included prob-
a mail quest.ionnaire.

studies was to allow an in-depth

examination of cross-cutting issues, to provide answers to

research questions from &

a better understanding of the functioning of the system.

multitude of perspectives, and to gain

Case

study protocols were developed for each of the following areas:

* Regional ¢ffice management

® Quality of education

® Pupil transportatibn

‘Military community and schoo! interface

Management. informat.ion in DoDD$

School construction

Circumstances of overcharging for support services

Host country schools as alternatives to DoDDS
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MAXIMUM NUMBER
INSTRUMENT TYPE OF RESPONDENTS AT
AND RESPONDENT EACH SITE NUMBER OF ITEMS

Interviews 4

Principal 1 ' 339

Teacher 3 141

Specialist 3 < 173

Parent S 48

Student {(Grades 1-4) 6 15 i

Student {(Grades 5-12) 6 ’ 26

SAC Member 1 39

Base Commander 1 12

Base Engineer 1 60

Civilian Personnel 1 55
Office Director

Observations

Classroom 2 2

School wWalkxthrough 1 10

Survey Questionnaires

Teacher All 58

Parent 1 per 10 students 11

EXEIBIT 1-4

CHARACTERISTICS OF DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS
FOR REPRESENTATIVE SITE VISITS

|
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For each case study, general issues to be examined and specific
research questions to be answered were developed. The special
education studen£ abstract form was provided as part of the
quality of education case study protocol.

The development of the case study protocols represented the
culmination of the synthesis of issues process whkich began upen
contract award. The development of case study protocols bene-
fited from the considerable insight gained from the representa-
tive site visits. As a result of this added knowledge the draft
protocols were refined to reflect the most current and critical

aspects of each particular focus of study. Inscrumentation for

the case study data collection activity at major Military

Commands and Finaace and Accounting Offices consisted of largely
unstructured interview instruments which, while requesting much
specific background datar also contained numerous open-ended
questions.

Stateside Resources Comparability Survey

Design of a data collection instrument for the stateside
resources comparability survey posed unique problems. This was
the only component of the study for which primary data collection
from stateside school systems was to be undertaken. Unlike other
data collection activities, participation in this survey fell
outside the purview of the sponsoring agency (DoDDS). Design of
this questionnaire required developing a reporting framework that
(1) would measure stateside resources in categories that could be

compared to the DoDDS operating structure and (2) would isolate

38,
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from stateside data resources expended for funchkions not compara-
ble with DoDDS functions.

Two instruments for abstracting data from publicly available
iOQal education agenéy'fLEA] and state education agency ([SEA]
documents were developed. The Instruments covered four areas of
ingquiry: operational data, student data, staffing data, and
financial data. Data were specified for three fiscal years,
primarily to permit validation of abstracted financial data

.

across budget cCycles.

-

INTERVIEWER SELECTION AND TRAINING .-

Interviewers for both on-site data collection activities

were selected %rom the senior level research personnel and

-

faculty of Advanced Technology and its subcontractors. Of
7

primary concern in the selection of interviewers was the degree
of prior experience and familiarity in three critical areas:
educational research: structured interviewing or case study
methodology, as appropriate; and the general environment. and
specific contextual concerns of DoDDS. Advanced Technology staff
were selected by the Project Director. Selection of university

faculty was done by the respective Dean or Department Chair of

K
-

the participating inscitutions.
Training for the representative site interviews was held
for three days (Septemver 29 to October 1, 1982) at Advanced
Technology's Reston, Virginia, facility. Each interviewer was
providéd with, a procedures manual that served as toth a training

aid and a field guide.
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Thorough coverage of each content area was provided duraing
training by the person on the project team with the greatest
amount. of experience and expertise in that particular are\.
In;erviewing techniques were thorouéhly discussed and practiced
by feviewing each instrument in a lecture format and then through
role play activities. These activities familiarized the inter-
viewers with the instruments and provided the technical and pro-
cedural detlails necessary for data collection in light of any
situational conting»ncy. Field Procedures, data management., data
recording and editing, and transmittal of data back o Advanced'
Technology in Reston, Virginia, were coverei. Travel procedures,
such as use of rental cars, lodging arrangements, and travel
advances were also presented.

For the case st.udies, substantial familiarity ard experience
in épecific content areas were the primary criteria used for
selection of interéiawers. Case study teams were paired accord-
ing to these specific criteria:

. Teams shcdld represent. the broadest possible expertise

™ Teams should be insulated against possible "institu-

tional biases™; thus two staff members from the same
organization were not teamed together.

Case study training, held on October 28 and 29, proceeded in

much the same fashion as that for the representative visits. All
case study team members received training in case study method-
ology and report requirements. A brief overview of each casa
study topic was presented hy one of the projebt team mempers

to highlight the larger cross-cutting or synthesis issues of ‘he

1-23
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study. Individual case Study teams carried out thorough in-depth
reviews of the protocols and the purpose of case studies for the

-

team's topic areas.

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

Background Information

Upon award of contract ODS provided aAdvanced Technology with
copies of all reference materials cited in the contract's State-
ment of work. Members of the ODS staff interviewed during the
formative stage of the project (May and June 1982) were asked to
describe the details of the offices' functions and to suggest
additiona& data sources that should be included in the project
files. Where such sources were still in draft form, ODS staff
were regquested to provide copies of these documents once fina-
lized and approved for formal circulation. By limiting back-
ground data collection to only finalized documents, it was pos-
sible to ensure that:ﬁ%e study assessed DoDDS as 1t was operating
during the early months of the 1982-83 school year and not as it

might operate at some future date.

Mail Survey of School Principals

A mail survey of all school principals throughout the six
L J

regions was undertaken in the fzll of 1982. Prior to mailing,

-

each ¢':estionnaire was assigned a seven-digit identification
number, printed in the upper right-hand corner, to facilirate
tracking, logging in, follow-up mailing, and analysis of the

principaltsurvey.




-

Puring early phases of the project all principals were

notified through DoDDS of the plans for a mail survey. It was

initially‘qgnt out on November 1, 1982, and included a cover
letter from-the Project Director. This letter explained the
nature and purpose of the survey, requested gooPeration, and
assured confidentiality of data received. A preprinted, prepaid
return mailer was also provided with the questionnaire. Upon
receipt the gompleted instruments were logged in by identifica-~
tion number, tallied, and filed .n secure cabinets within the
data storage room. Any incomplete forms were identified during
the log-in process, suitable explanations were recorded, and the
forms were removed from the file,

A follow-up letter, another questionnaire of the same ver-
sion, and return envelopes were sent to all nonrespondents on
December 13, 1982. As of that date the response rate stood at 61
percent. Finally, phone calls to Regional Deput& Directors or
other appropriate contact persons were made in mid-January to
increase the number of responses. The final response rate for
the mail survey rose to 96 percent.

Representative Site Visits

The 1nterviewers visited &z total of 40 randomly selected
schools, 28 associated CPO offices, 38 associated military
engineering offices, and the 37 cognizant commands throughout the
six DoDDS r;gions, from October 4 through October 22, 1982. Each

of the 12 interviewers was assigned to visit 3 or 4 schools,

depending upon the number of days required for data collection
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at each site. The usual length of time spent at each school was
three days, although four days were r2qQuired at several of the
larger schools.* The total number of interviews, observations,
and surveys completed by respondent type during the représenta-
tive site visits is presented in Exhibic 1-5,

Interviews were scheduled by the interviwers when they
arrived .at each site., The teacher drop-off surveys were distri-
buted to all teachers on the. first day of data collection, and
the forms wera then completed and returned in sealed envelopes to
the data collectors on the third day. Parent surveys were sent
home with students on the first day and returned in sealed
envelopes to their classroom or homeroom teachers, who returned
the entire lot to the data collectors. In both survey efforts.
confidentiality of the respondents was completely assured. Once
all instruments for a site had been completed. interviewers pack-
aged them securely and mailed them back to Advanced Technology 1in
prepaid mailers.

As with the mail Aquestionnaire, all representative site
instruments were assigned identification codes :to facilitate the
tracking, logging in, and subsequent analysis activities. The
seven-digit number included a two-digit code for instrument type,
a two-digit code for the school, and a three-digit code for the
respondent number. When completad interview packages were
returned to Advanced Technology., a transmittal form containing
these identification numvwers for the completed instruments was
included as the cover sheet to facilitate subsequent Zata

management.
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INTERVIEW
RESPONDENT

Principal

Teacher

Specialist

Parent

Student (Grades 1-4)
Student (Grades 5-12)
$AC Member

Base Commander

Base "ngineer

cPo Director

OBSERVATIONS

Classroom

School Walkthrough

NUMBER OF
COMPLETED INTERVIEWS

RESPONSE
RATE (PERCENT)

39

113
83
183
112
126
37
35
37

28

78

40

DROP-OFF QUESTIONNAIRES

Teacher

Parent

NUMB.L

1 OF COMPLETED
FROM REPRESE

698

1,206

EXHIBIT 1-5

d4 1-27

98%
94 %
69%
82%
299%
99%
92%

953%
97%

100%

100%

100%

80%

69%

INTERVIEWS AND QUESTIONNAIRES
NTATIVE SITE VISITS



Case Studies

As notec previously, eight specific areas were addressed by
the case study methodology. Case study reports were prepared
after site visits to five of the DoDDS regions by six two~person
teams. They prepared, at minimum, case studies on the Regional
Of fice and on the guality of education at one or more of the
schools visited. In addition, other case study topics were
address¢d 1n certain reglons, as appropriate. For example, a
case study topic such as host country alternatives to DoDDS
schools was relevant only at selected sites.

Depending on such factors as focus of inquiry, complexity of
the respondent base, and the size of the school, case study teams
dedicated one to five days to a topic. All six teams were on
site from NVovember 1 through November 17, 1982,

Project staff undertook data collection activities at Major
Commands and Finance and Accounting Offices from October 4
through November 9, 1982, Approximately 70 unstructured inter-
views were completed for this case study.

Stateside Resources Comparability Survey

This survey involved a comparison of staff and financial
resources between DoDDS and 7 state and 41 local education
agencies., A letter from the Director of DoDDS was sent to the
superintendents of all education agencies in the sample, pro-~
viding information about the Comprehenéive Study, the Stateside
Survey, and the importance of securing the superintendents’

cooperation. An abstracting protocol and a letter from the




Project Director were sent. The cover letter referenced the
Director's lzstter and provided more specific information about

the comparability survey. Respondents were requested to review

the protocol and identify the information requirement and to send

those publicly available documents which would best fulfill the
survey's data needs. The request specifically identified such
items as annual reports, statistical summaries, and budgets.
Prepaid return envelopes were provided to facilitate response.

Upon receipt, project staff thoroughly gxamined all docu-
ments, and relevant data were extracted. A first iteration of
completing the survey instrument was accomplished for all respon-
dents before any follow-up activity was initiated.

Partially completed instrument.s were reviewed acainst the
source documents, and specific data elements not available wore
recorded. The superintendent oOr other appropriate officer such
as the business manager, personnel director, or planning officer
was then phoned t5 request either like documents for the missing
vear{s) or infoermation to complete one or more specific survey
items. The latter request was made only when data requirements
were relatively few and straightforward, thereby ensuring no )
undue burden on the respondent. If data for an entire year or
section of the survey were missing, a request was made for
specific documents. After the phone ﬁ@llow-up procedures the

instruments were comple. ed and prepared for analysis.




DATA PROCESSING .

Several procedures were employved to maintain a high level of
guality control over the coding of the study's raw data. First,
editing and coding of the open~ended items on the mail question-
naires and the interview instruments were performed by specially
trained staff members. A series of test protocols were coded.
For high volume instruments, test coding was practiced until
intercoder reliability was at least 90 percent. Low volume
instrument.s were assigned to a single coder. All instruments
were manually validated to verify proper skip patterns, ranges,
and other regquirements. While coding was in process, senior
staff reviewed coded instruments to verify accuracy and
tnoroughness.

Data from the maii surveys of principals and from interviews
and ovservations conducted at the 40 representative sitas were

converted to numeric codes and then keypunched onto magnetric

tape. Keypunching for all instruments was preprogrammed SO

that invalid key strokes (e.g., unacceptable code in a given

field) could not be registered. Both manual and automated veri-

fication were per formed. All data underwent a preliminary fre-
> qgquency check on all variables using the Staiistical Package for

the Social Sciences [SPSS] to identify data =lements out of

legitimate ranges.

The data files thar were created are accessible elther by
§P2SS or the Statistical Analysis System [SAS]. File documenta-

tion was integrated into the data base. Data for eacn inter-

view sample were stored on a separate file that contained an
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appended series of demographic variables for the related site.

‘Subfiles for comparison of responses from different individuals
+t the same site were created tﬁrouqh site specific codes on each

record.

ANALYSIS

Data collected from the mail surveys of principals and
representative site visits wer; subjected to a variety of analy-
ses described in this section. Analytic technigques employed for
the High Schocol and Beyond Study and Stateside Resources Compara-
bility Survey data bases are presented in their respective chap-
ters.

Descriptive analyses consisted mainly of distributions and
sunmary statistics for variables. For continuous data, such as
miles traveled by school buses, variables were described in terms
of frequency distributions, cumulative distributions, and statis-
tics summarizing central tendency and variability in the data.
For categorical or nominal items, such as mode of participation
in the five-year curriculum development process, Percentages of
cases falling into different categories were computed.

Once overall descrintions were obtained, attention turned to
ascertaining whether the patterns observed in the dependent vari-
ables remained constant within various subgroupings. For exam-
ple, it was informative to know whether the worldwide percentage
of teachers having guidelines to interpret test results charac-
terized all six regions equally well. For categorical data, con-~

tingency tables with chi-square tests of significance were used




to assess the relationships ~aong variables. For continuous
data, correlations were computed to indicate relationships among
pairs of variaoles. Scattergrams and conventional multiple
regression analyses’were among other technigues used in a more
limited manner.

"Information obtained through the case studies was used as a
reference, particularly in the interpretation of analytic
results. This information contained the greatest depth and thus
proved to contain the most powerful descriptors of factors influ=-
encing the results obserred in the mail survey and interview
data. Extreme caution was ooserved oy analysts when introducing
these data into the analysis to ensure that rules of generalfz-
apility were not being broken.

The overall organization of these tasks was undertaken with
reference %o tne arnalytic frameworx within which research ques~
tions and individual instrument. items had previously been

aligned.

PROJECT REPORTING

Formal project reporting activ;ties involved both written
suocmissions and oral briefings. Monthly progress reports review-
ing the pr;ceding month's progress, outlining activities to be
undertaken in the succeeding month, and noting apparent or
anticipated problems were deliverd to the Project Officer.

In addition to these reports the project team provided
briefings throughout the life of the project veginning @n early

summer 1932 and continuing through submission of the Final

1--32

i"- 43

—— e . 4 e

mr—— e




Report., Among those briefed were the Project Officer, the DoDDS
Director., the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Military
Personnel and F;rce Managemernt’ [¥MRA&L], and interested congres~
sional staff on the House Committes on Education and Lafor and
the House Committee on Government Operations. While the project
team maintained a continuous process of information sharing with
DoDDS on such items as preliminary findings and recommendations
as they emerged. such communication remained within the congres-

sional mandate for a truly "independent" study of the system.

The final products of the study are four reports: this

"Report of the Comprehensive Study of the Department of Defense
Dependents Schools," "Future Factors Affecting the Department of
Defense Dependents Schools," an "Executive Summary," and the

"Report. on Legislative and Funding Recoummendations.”




CHAPTER 2
QUALITY OF EDUCATION

OVERVIEW

One of the purposes of the congressionally mandated Com-
prehensive Study. as expressed in the ReqGuest for Proposal, was
to determine "the extent to which DoDDS offers a . . . quality
educational opportunity to students . . . " The constituent
parts of educational quality and, more important, the key driving
variables--and the causal relationships among those variables of
educational guality--are subjects of consideraple disagreement in
the educational community.

Chapter 2 is divided into three main sections: Prograﬁ
Quality, Principal as Instructional ILeader, and Curriculum
ﬂ;velopment Process. The first section, Program Quality, is
further broken down into subsections: Perceptions of Instruc-
tional Quality, Materials Quality, Instructional Management, and
School and Classronom Discipline. Other chapters in this report
deal with additional aspects of educational quality (e.g., stu-

dent performance, staff qualifications, etc.).

PROGRAM QUALITY

Perceptions of Instructional Quality

An important feature of the Comprehensive Study was the
measurement of the guality of instruction according to the
various clients--students, parents, teachers, and school admini-
strators. Quite apart from objective measures of instructional

quality, parents' perceptions of DoDDS vis-a-vis stateside




and overseas private schools influence re-enlistments, overall
satisfaction with life in the overseas military community, and
the choice between a DobDS school and one of the private--angd,
occasionally, free public--alternatives. Teachers and admini-
strators are successfully recruited and retained, in part,
because of their perceptipns of the Quality of education in
DoDDS. Students, particularly at the high school level, sae the
quality of their instruction from a practical, comparative
perspective, that is, “Does my DoDDS education increase or
decrease my chances in the marketplace (college placement,
;ocational skills, etc.)?"

It is significant that when 1,208 parents of DoDDS children
were asked to grade DoDDS overall, 50 percent said they would
give the system an A or B (A=9 percent: 3=41 percent). These

figures provide an interesting comparison to a 1982 Gallup Poll

(in Phi Delta Kappan, September 1982) in which i,558 randomly

selected adults--not necessarily parents of school-aged chil-
dren--were asked to grade the U.S. public school system. The
Gallup poll found that only 23 percent would grade schools
nationwide an with A or B (A=3 percent; B=20 percent). On the
other hand, when only parents of school-aged children were asked
to grade schools in their communities, 37 percent of that Gallup
sample gave their schools a grade of an A or B (A=8 percent: B=29
percent).

Comparisons bpetween the Callup poll and the DOLDS survey

cannot be made with statistical precision because items were
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worded differently and respondent selection procedures were not
the same. These caveats notwithstanding., one 1s nevertheless
struck by the difference in the perceptions of parents of DoDDS
and parents of U.S. children. Pa}ents of DoDDS students hold
their schools in higher regard than do parents in the U.S.
Another interesting perspectivé is parents' perceptions of
the quality of DoDDS education when they are separated according
to region {see Exhibit 2-1). Differences in the perceived
guality of DoDDS education appear when Parents' views are dis-~
aggregated. In Germany=-South., 39 percent of parents gave DoDDS
an A or B: in Panama the number was 69 percent. When asked to

grade teachers in the community, DoDDS parents were even more

generous in their approval. In Panama, 83 percent of parents
&

. .
gave teachers in their community an A or B: in the Pacific the

number was 62 percent. For the other regions the numbers were
Germany~-North. 59 percent; Atlantic, 959 percent: Mediter}anean 55
percent; and Germany-South, 50 percent. ,

The opinions of students were analyzed to see if they‘agreed’
with their parenté about the quality of instruction and., further.
+0 see 1if the regional differences expressed by their parents
prevailed at the student.level. Students rated "the quality of
teaching in this school compared to your stateside experience"
according to region. as shown in Exhibit 2-2.

Only moderate regional differences appear when the opinionr

of fifth- through twelfth-grade students were disaggregated by

region. In three of five regions--Germany-North, Atlantic. and

N
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«
. DON'T  SAMP’
A B c D 7 ENOW ' _SIZE
Germany-North 8%  42% 28% 43 13 17% 461 .
Geprmany-South 6% 343 343 o3 13 16% 288 \
Atlantic 43  52%  3a% 43 0% a4s - 44
Mediterraﬁean 63 443 25% 03 03 17% 138
Pacific 168  4l® 243 33 2% 148 186
Panama 233 4683 16% 33 1% 113 ‘74

EXHIBIT 2-1

-

DISTRIBUTION OF GRADES GIVEN BY PARENTS:
X TO DoDDS OVERALL BY REGION
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.  GERMANY~- GERMANY- MED I-
NORTH SOUTH ATLANTIC TERRANEAN PACIFIC
Worse 43 = '10% 0% 7% 0%
About the Same 48% 67% 50% 50% 53%
S Better ’ 37% 20% 36% 29% 40%
Much Better « 11%‘ 3% 14% 7% 7%

*Based on student sample size of 126, Number of student respon-
dents from Panama was insufficient for reliable estimation.

EXHIBIT 2-2

FIFTH THROUGH TWELFTH GRADE STUDENT RATINGS BY
REGION* OF THE QUALITY OF DoDDS SCHOOLS
COMPARED TO STATESIDE SCHOOLS




Pacific~-=about half of all students interviewed stated that
instruction in their DoDDS school was better or much better than
that in their stateside schools. Thirty~=five percent of respond-
ing Mediterranean students agreed with the better ratings, while
in Germany-South only 23 percent felt instruction was better in
+he DoDDS schools. Thus both students and parents are inclined
L0 rate Germany-South below the other regions.

Fifrh- through twelfth—grade students were also asked *o
indicate if they were ahead, behind, or at about the same level
when they arrived at their DoDDS schools. The results of this
question are shown in Exhibit 2-3. Approximately two-thirds of
rhe students answered that they were at about the same level
except for mathematics, elemenrtary reaiing, and instrumental
music. In mathematics, 30 percent said they were ahead; 26
percent said they were behind. Thirty-six percent of music
students said they were ahead, wnile only 8 Percent said they
wére benind.

In order *o discover how well recent stateside transfer s«u-
dents fit into the DoDDS Program. a question asking if students
were at about *the same level, behind, or ahead when they arrived
was sross-tabulated with those whose previous schools were in the
U.S. Subjects in which large numbers of students fel* they were
ahead of DoDDS when they arrived include music (33 percent) and
mnathematics (31 percent). In other subjects, however, “wo-thirds
or more felt the DoDDS sc¢nools werz a* abou*t the same level or

ahead of stateside schocols.

LR J



ABOUT

AHEAD SAME _ BEHIND
Elementary Reading 25% 54% 21%
Writing 12% 73% 15%
Mathematics 30% 43% 26%
Science 19% 60% 20%
Social Studies 15% 69% 16%
Instrumental Music 36% 56% 8%
Choral Music 22% 70% 7%
art 19% 72% 10%
physical zjucation 19% 70% 11%
Yocational Education 8% 75% 17%
Algebra 19% 71% 10%
High School English 27% 67% 7%
Geometry * * *

alculus * * *
Physics * * *
Chemistry * * *

* * *

Foreign lLanguage

*The number of respondents was insufficient for reliable
estimation.

EXHIBIT 2-3
RATINGS BY STUDENTS

OF WHERE THEY RANKED ACADEMICALLY
WHEN THEY ARRIVED AT TYEIR DoDDS SCHOOLS
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ERIC

PAruitext provided by exic Il

[A—

Parents. %00, were asked to grade elemen*ary and second-
ary subject areas. thus providing their perspective on the qual-
ity of instruction in areas and grade levels where they may or
may not have had firsthand knowledge. When AS are combined with
Bs, between 55 and 65 percent of the parents thought that ihe
quality of.instraction in all subjects except high school voca-
~ional training merited a B or better. FOr the latter, 47 per-
cent gave an A or B. The qualiry of instruction was perceived
best in elementary school reading: 31 percent gave it an A: 40
percent awarded 1% a B.

When asked +0 indicate on a scale of 1 0o 4 *he level of
satisfaction for "the way this school is preparing you £or either
a job or college.” 60 percent of the students 1n grades 5 through
12 said they were satisfied: 12 percent said they were very .
satisfied; and 4 peccent said they were dissatisfied.

Parents ©f high school students were asked for their opir-
ions reagarding «he amount of attention their children's schools
devoted %o Six areas. Thase areas thus provide a proxy for
instructionidl quality by measuring the system’'s ability to meet
certain educational objectives. Exhibi¢ 2-4 presents the rssults
of this question. The areas most frequently cited by parents as
not receliving enough attention were: {1} "preparing students who
do not go to college for a job or career after gradua-ion" (46
percent) and (2) "developing student moral and ethical characrer"”

{44 percent).

When s+tudents in grades 5 through 12 were as<ed h0 coOmpare

~he way *+hey were *augh+t in stateside schools “0 the way *eachers

% 58




TOO RIGHT NOT
MUCH AMOUNT ENOUGH

Developing Student Moral and
ethical Character 2% 37% 44%

Teaching Students How to Think 0% 83% 27%
preparing Students who Do Not GO
to College for a Job or Career 4% 50% 16 %
after Graduation

preparing Students tO be Informed 0% 75% 25%
Citizens Prepared toO Vote at 18

preparing Students for College 69% 31%
Developing Students’ appreciation

of art, Music, and Other Cultural
Interests

EXHIBIT 2-4

RATINGS BY PARENTS OoF
ATTEN,ION DoDDS GIVES TO SIX AREAS
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instruct in DoDDSs schools, 45 percent felt theqe was nc 4dif-

a3
ference. ©Other answers to that question--an open-ended. unstruc-
tured item--did not occur with sufficient frequency to be signi-
ficant. A‘similar question asked students in grades 5 through 12
to rate on a scale of 1 to 3 the overall quality of teaching "in
this school compared to your stateside experience.” The results
were as follows: much worse. O percent; worse, £ percent: about
the same, 57 percent; better, 30 percent: and much better, 8 per-
cent. Thus, 95 percent of all responding high school students
rated teaching in their DoDDS school as egual to or better than
their stateside instruction.

Teachers were also queried for their opinions about the
ability of stateside transfer students "to fit casily into the
program.” Nearly 88 percent said they fit in easily. Of the 17
teachers who thought their children Qid not fit easily into

-

schools, one-third thought DoDDS schools were ahead of stateside
schools.

?rincipals of all DoDDS schools were surveyed to £ind their
opinions of the quality of instruction in each. of the subject
areas offered in their schools. Their perceptions are presented
in Exhibit 2-5. By far. reading was the subject principals
thought had the highest quality of instruction: 94 percent rated
it as a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale of low quality to high quality.
The next best instructed subject was language arts, with 8¢ per-

cent rating it 4 or 5, followed by mathematics with 8l percent.

2-10 6‘)
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HIGH
QUALITY

5
Social Studies
Sciences
Mathematics
Couputer Education
Language Arts 0%
Reading 1%
Foreign Language 6%
Music 4%
Arts 6%
Humanities 7%
Career Education 6%
vocational Education 2%
Health 43
Physical Education 4%
Host Nation 2%
ESL 4%
Compensatory Education 6%

Special Education 13

*A11 percentages are pased on responses to the principal mail
survey.

EXHIBIT 2-5

RATINGS BY PRINCIPALS®
OF SUBJECTS TAUGHT 1IN THEIR SCHOOQOLS
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however, that formal ®omputer education had not been introduced

¥

At the other extreme, computer education was regarded as the
most poorly instructed subject: 44 percent of principals with

that subject in their schools rated it a 1 or 2. QOne mu~t note,

into the schcols at the time of this data collection. Career
education was the next lowest rated subject with 29 percent.
Like computer education, career education has been added only
recently to the curriculum. Sciences came next gith a combined 1 .
or 2 rating of 23 percent.

another measure of principails® perceptions of instructional
quality is whether they feel high school graduation reguirements
should be raised. Those strongly favoring raising requirements;
plus those Who somewhat favor raising reguirements, totaled 59
percent: those opposing or strondgly opposing raising graduation
requirements numbered only 12 percent of responding principals.

Materials' Quality

The quality of materials was examined by asking students,
teachers, and administrators tO make informed judgments apout the
quality. currency, and sufficiency of materials in their scheols.

Students in grades 5 through 12 were asked to rate the sup-
plies and materials available in their schools on a scale of 1 to
4--very unsatisfactory througn very satisfactory. 1In all “
categories {(quality, variety. and availability of materials and
supplies) 85 percent or more of responding students rated them as
satlsfactory or very satisfactory. The most negatively rated
category was variety of materials and supplies: 10 percent fglt

variety was unsatisfactory.
2-12
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Students in grades 5 through 12 were also guestioned about
their use of the media center. When asked., "Do you think your
media resource center has the books and other.materials and
equipment n2eded?" 87 percent answered yes. A similar percent-
age, 89 percent, rated the condition of the resource center as
good or excellent.

When teachers were asked to rate the quality, variety, and

availability of supplies and materials, the vast majority felt

they were satisfactory or very satisfactory--specifically: gqual-
ity, 87 percent: guantity, 69 percent: variety, 69 percent: and
availability, 63 percent. Teachers were most critical of the
availability of supplies and materials: nearly 13 percent felt
availability was very unsatisfactory. ‘

In the same survey, teachers were asked to rate the adequacy
of amount of materials, supplies, and equipment for the subjects
they teach. Results of that inguiry are shown in Exhibit 2-6.

Subjects receiving the strongest approval (either a very
adegquate or adeguate)} were music, 88 percent: reading, 7% per-

-
cent: and host nation, 72 percent. Those regarded as having the
leas+ adequate (inadequate plus very inadequate) materials were
computer education, 75 percent: vocational education, 42 percent:
and ESL 38 percent. These three programs have, in most
instances, been added to individual schools only recently:
matarials for these programs are thus probably in initial stages
of acquisition in many schools. Teachers were asked %o indicate

their reasons for inadequate ratings, selecting one or more of

2~13




VERY
ADEQUATE ADEQUATE

Language Arts 13% 573
Reading 27% 49%
Mathe atics 20% 66%
social Studies 11% 58%
Science 14% 55%
Host Nation 16% 57%
Health 63 8%
physical Education 12% 49%
. Music 20% 68%
Arts‘& Humanities 143 ’ 58%
Career Education 83 54%
vocational tducation 10% 493
ESL 15% 47%
Foreign Language 13% S56%
Extra Curricular 14% 51%
Sspecial Education 17% 56%
Computer Education 23 24%
Compensatory tducation 10% 59%
EXHIBIT 2-6

RATING OF ADEQUACY
OF MATERIALS BY SUBJECT AREDAS
ACCORDING TO TEACHERS OF THOSE SUBJECTS

2-14
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IN- VERY IN=
ADEQUATE ADEQUATE
22% 8%
17% 7%
11% 33
20% 11%
24% 73
1l6% 12%
25% 11%
20% 19%
83 43
17% 11%
243 14%
20% 21%
20% 18%
22% 23
18% 17%
17% 10%
28% 47%
16% 16%




the following: text, teachers' guide, supplemental materials.,
management materials, A-V resources, teacher training, supplies,
and other. Computer education and vocational educational educa-
ters complained most freguently about inadequate supplemental
materials and A-V resources. A lack of supplies was particularly
criticized by computer education staff. ESI, teachers thought all
seven categories were nearly equally inadegquate. Again, and
understandably, newly added curriculum areas were viewed as more
inadequate than others.

In response to a question on the currency of supplies and
materials, the overwhelming majority of subject teachers indi-
cated their materials were new or recently acguired. Again, the

2
most conspicuous exception wa; computer education, an area
currently being implemented, .In that instance, 48 percent felt
materials were old or very old; another 24 percent of computer
education teachers indicated that there were no materials.

Principals were generally more positive than teachers
regarding the quality of instructional materials; 70 percent or
more thought instructional materials were adequate oOr veary ade-
quate in all areas except computer education, career education.,
vocational education, and host nation programs, The inadequate
plus very inadequate ratings for those subjects were, respec~
tively: 58 percent, 39 percent:, 31 percent.r and 30 percent.
Complete results are shown in Exhibit 2-7. It ghould te noted
that, in most cases, the curricular areas which received the

lowest ratings for quality of instruction and naterials were

-
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VERY IN-  VERY IN-
ADEQUATE  ADEQUATE ADEQUATE =~ ADEQUATE

Social Studies 38% 57% 4% 2%
Science 22% 593 4%
Mathematics 28% 693 0%
Computer Education 4%

Language Arts

Reading

Foreign Language

Music

Arts

Humanities

Career Education

vocational Education

Health

Physical Education

Host Nation

ESL

Compensatory gducaticn

Special Education

EXHIBIT 2-7

PRINCIPAL RATINGS OF
QUALITY OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS BY
SURBJECT AREAS TAUCGHT IN THEIR SCHOOLS




those in relatively rapid expansion or recent in their establish-
ment.

Instructional Management

With 269 DoDDS schools in 20 foreign countries, management
of the instructional process is necessarily different, if not
more complex, than in U.S. systems. Indeed, the role of the
regibnal-level subject area coordinator is especially unusual
‘because geographical distances and limited travel money may
impede his or her accessibility.

gccordingly, the study carefully examined instructional .
management from tiie perspective of the principal actors-~school
administrators, teachers, and regional ~oordinators. varents
wWwere polled to get their impressions--a grade of A, B, C, D or
F-=-0f how well‘they thought administrators were doing their:- jobs.
In that survey, 17 percent gave As, 40 percent Bs, 30 percent Cs,
10 percent Ds, and 3 percent Fs. Parents, therefore, generally
approve of the administrators in their COmmunity; bnly 13 percent
said they were below C quality.

Teachers were queried in a number of areas regarding the
instructional mznagement process. In response to a“ question
asking how satisfied teachers were with 6 kinds of assistance
received from regional coordinators, more than 50 percent of
teachers were very dissatisfied. At _the other extreme, those B
saying they were very satisfied were few, generally--less than 5
percent (see Exhibit 2-8).

In order to see if there is a regional relationship in these

findings, the same gquestion about satisfaction with services of




%
VERY ‘ DIS~ VERY DIS~-
SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISTIED SATISFIED

To Determine Course
Goals and Objectives 73 ' 45% 22% 26%

To Select Materials 9% 41% - 25% 26%
To Plan Units 4% 36% 27% 32%
To Write Lesson Plans 43 35% 26% 35%

To Communicate Course
curricula to Parents 3s 4% 27%

To Articulate Cur-
ricula between Grrdes

EXHIBIT 2-8
TEACHERS' RATINGS OF SATISFACTION

WITH KINDS OF ASSISTANCE
RECEIVED FROM REGIONAL COORDI NATORS
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One argument

regional coordinators was disaggregated by region.

that was freguently heard in the field was that TDY dollars for

travel were too few 1n geographicaII} dispersed

coordinator:’
regions.: and therefore coordinators could not perform up to the

The results of

level provided by less dispersed regions.

disaggregating satisfaction with the services of regional

. - . . I
coordinators according to region clearly show differences among

Teachers in Panama recorded satisfied or very satisfied

regions.

responses 65 percent or more Oof the time for all 6 kinds of

assistance. The Atlantic Region, one which covers a large geo-

rated 5 of 6 categories unsatisfactory or very

graphic area,
far more than any

unsatisfactory 75 percent or more of the time,

In the other two widsly dispersed regions, the

other region.
Pacific and the Mediterranean:, the level of dissatisfaction

ranked an almost equal seécond and third, below the level

After Panama. Germany-South expressed

expressed in the Atlanti<.
followed by

the wmost satisfaction with regional coordinators.

-

The degree of satisfaction with the services of

Germany-North.
rzgilonal. coordinato-s is highest in the least dispersed regions

and lowest in the most highlé dispersed regions.

In an interview question asking teachers with whom they

interact regarding the Five-Year Curriculum Development Plan, 27

percent ¢f responding teachers said they interacted with regional

Their responses to cther

coordinators ¢r other regional staff.

choices were: “other teachers in this schocl." 37 percent:

* 28 percent: rand other

“orincipal or other school administrators.,'

school-level staff, 26 percent.

63
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In a question asking teachers what type of services school-
level specialists provide "for you,"” approximately 80 percent
circled three categories: consultation regarding specific stu-
dents, testing and evaluation of students, and work with specific
students outside classroom Relatively few teachéfs, 23 percent,
indicated that thef receive specialists' services in the
classroom.

Coordination of curriculum continuity between and among
departments and grade levels was another area in which tea-
chers were Jueried. Whep asked in an open-ended question what
procedures do you use to ensure continuity, 47 percent said
informal teacher interaction. Another 13 percent said the
textbook series provides for continulty. ;

In an. open—ended intérview gquestion asking teachers to indi-
cate how their curriculum implementation is supervised, about
one-third answered "review of lesson Plans."” The next most fre-
quently offered answeg. 16 percent, was "supervised by regional
coordinator.” A follow--up question asked how frequently super-
vision was Jdone. Results were: once a year, 15 percent: twice a
year, 15 percent: J to 5 times per year, 15 percent; a zontinuous
process, 20 percent: and not done, 8 percent. A similar
open-ended question, "Do you receive Juidance and direction on
curriculum matters?" was responded to positively by 58 percent.,
A follow-up open-eénded question to those answering yes asked how

guidance was given. DNearly 40 percent answered "from the princi~

pal."” Bulletins from the re-~ional ccordinator was indicaned by

2-20
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15 percent:; oral communication with coordinators was mentioned by
11 percent.

The role of the principal is clearly critical to a discus-
sion of instructional management in DoDDS schools. A separate
section of this chapter examines this role in detail.

Sschool and Classroom Discipline

Perhaps no other sindle factor in the mix of elements that
facilitate and constitute a good educational prograr receives
more attention than discipline. Because it has become such a
orominent Jjssue., especially where discipline is poor, the
~omprehensive study sought the impressions of parents, teachers.

and administrators on the issue of discipline in their schools.

Parents were asked to identify from a list of 12 problems

the 1 which they thought was the bilggest in their community.

Only 10 percent of parents surveyed identified discipline as the
biggest problem in their schools.

Teachers were asked to rate discipline in their schools on a
five-point scale from "excellent. no problems" to "poor, serious
problems."” Nearly 80 percent.said discipline was excellent or
good: less than 4 percent said it was poor. Principals were
asked tne same Questions. Virtually 100 percent said discipline

was excellent or good.

THE PRINCIPAL AS INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER

The administrative requirements attendant co running a
school on an Army. Navy:. or Air Force base in a fureign country

necessitate an unusually skillful individual., #He or she has




frequent--sometimes daily--involvement wi<h repair and mainten-
ance of bhuildings and equipment, monitoring of local contractors,
preparation of detailed current year and out-year hudgets, selec-
tion of local hires and substitute teachers, etc. Like stateside
schools, *there is the ubiquitous complaint of administrative
burden caused by paperwork requirements from ODS and the regional
office,

Teachers were as%ed a serieé of open-ended questions about
the instructional/curricular relationship they have with their
principals. In response *0 an item asking teachers ¢ describe
"the wypes of professional interaction you have with your princi-

pal in regard to curriculum.”" 29 percent said "explaining my pro-

gram.” A varying 2-6 percent of teachers édditionally reported

interaction on determining objectives, program, implementation.

lesson plans: discussions in faculty and curriculm committee
meetings, and during classroom oObservation, These specific
interacticns reported by teachers *otaled 20 percent of the
responses. Thus. approximately half of the teachers reported
specific curriculum and program-related discussions with orher
principals. Thirty-threg percen@‘reported limi+ed or no inter-
action with their principals on curriculum matters.

Another question asked teachers to describe how they inter-
acted wi+th principals in specific circumstances. The cesults of
that guestion are bresented in Exhioi+t 2-9. One noteworthy
cesul% is the opinion of more than 40 percent of responding

teachers tha*t supervision is useful, compared Lo 27 percent

2-22 72
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VERY USEFUL NOT USEFUL

1 2 4 5

Supervision 183 9%
Staff Meetings 19%

Resource Supnrort 27%

EXHIBIT 2-9

TEACHERS' RATINGS OF DIFFERENT TYPES
OF INTERACTIO. WITH THEZIR PRINCIPALS

2-23
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rating it as not useful. Half of the teachers also viewed staff
meetings as useful, while one teacher in five Judged them to be
not useful. When asked if they receive guldance and direction on
curriculum matters, 58 percent of teachers answered ves. In a
follow=-up question asking how this guidance was given, 38 percent
who answered yes indicated "by means of the principal.” Wwhen
teachers were asked, "How important is it to you for the princi-
pal to provide teachers with lnstruction/cu;ricular direction?”
two-thirds of the teachers regarded the principal's role as very
or somewhat important.

In order to have a measure of what teachers believe princi-

pals are presently ing in the role of instructional leader, a

survey question asked how fregquently a number of tasks are per-

formed by priacipals. The resqlts of that survey item are shown
in Exhibit 2-10. Some ©of the responses are quite notewortny.
especially given the large sample (N = 698)--that responded ¢o
this item. More than 50 percent of responding teachers said
their principals never work wit® them to improve or expangd their
teaching sxills. Similar percentages said the principal never
acts as a resource for demonstrating new methods and materials.
Apparently, very few prinpipals are conducting these activities
on a weekly basis. Only twd categories, observing classrooms and
participating in pupil discipline, approached 10 percent. These
data are consistent with stateside reports which indicate that
administrative demands oftentimes l2ave lnadequate htime for

principals to exercise their role as lastructional supervisor,




a7 LEAST AT LEAST AT LEAST AT LEAST
ONCE A ONCE A TWICE A ONCE A
WEEK MONTH YEAR YEAR NEVER

Observing
ClassroQms

Wworking with You
to Improve/
Expand Your
Teaching Skills

Acting As 2
kesource for
Demonstrating
and/or Informing
You about:

(1) New Methods
(2) New Materials

participating in

Meetings 1in

Which the Focus

Is on:

(1) Management of
Instructional
Program

(2) School-level
Curriculum
Development./
Review
Classroom Man-
agement./Pupil
Discipline

EXHIBIT 2-10

HOW FREQUENTLY PRINCIPALS
ENGAGE IN VARIOUS ACTIVITIES
ACCORDING TO TEACHERS




and point to a need for business management support at the school

level.

Principals alsc were asked to indicate the time they spend
on four kinds of activities and:, further, to indicate if they “
thought the time spent was about right, too little, or too much.
Results are shown in Exhibit 2-11. (In completing the form,
principals were told activities Jid not have to sum to 100
percent.) In the category of particular interest in this
section, instr;ctional leadership, only 7 percent of principals
said they spend more than 50 percent of their time in this role.

though nearly 70 percent said they would iike o spend more time.
Apparently. the area from which they would most like to gain that
additional time is logistics--45 percent said they spend too much

time in that activity.

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The curriculum development process adopted by DoDDS has
evolved t0 a highly technical state in which there is systematic
involvement of all levels of teachers and administrators. The
current five-year cycle posits different subjects at different
points in the cycle: so that at any time considerable curricular
activity is occurr._ng: but the particular kind of activity and
its locus in the administrative/teaching structure is a function
of the subject and its schedulie on the five-year plan.

The Comprehensive Study sought to examine the curriculum

development process from two perspectives: the kinds of involve-




TIME SPENT CURRENTLY SHOULD SHOULD

- SPEND JUST SPEND

LESS ABOUT MORE

1-10% 11-25% 26-50% TIME RICHT TIME

Budget/Fiscal
activities

itogistics

Publi- Rela-
tions

curriculum
and Instruc-
tional Lead-
ership

Educational
Management/
Organization

EXHIBIT 2-11

PRINCIPALS' ESTIMATES OF TIME SPENT AND
OPINIONS ABOUT ITS APPROPRIATENESS
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ment by teachers and administrators and the usefulness of the
five-year cycle.

Teachers were surveyed to identify the freguency with which
teachers are involved with different activities in the five-
year curriculum development pro~ess. These activities include
establishing goals and objectives, selecting textbooks. develop-
ing curriculum guides and materials, piloting textbooks or
materials, and avaluation. Participation in inservice activities
was queried separately in another portion of the guestionnaire.
Approximately 57 percent reported involvement in these activities
related to the DoDD3 curriculum development process, A follow-up
question asked teachers to identify the kinds of schocl«level
curricular decision making activities in which they are involved,
Approximately 71 percent reported participation in such activi-

ties. Among those categories in which teachers indicated sub-

strantial school level involvement were (1) determining goals and

objéctives for programs and courses. 49 percent; and (2)
selecting inst;uctional materials and texts, 55 percent. The
most frequent involvement for teachers in the Five-Year
Curriculum Development Plan was participation on a textbook
ré@iew committee: 35 percent of the teachers surveyed said they
had involvement in that activity. Twenty-eight percent reported
having piloted textbooks and/or instructional materials.
Exhibits 2-12 and 2-13, respectively, show survey results for

~eachers' involvement in the Five~Year Currir ilum Deveiopment

Plaan and school-level curricular decisions.
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PERCENT
RESPONDING*

Regional Commit*tees to Review and
Establish Goals ané Objectives 19%

Textbook Review ard Adoptive Committees 5%
Curriculum Evaluation Srudies %\ 22%
DoDDS Task Force Meetings in Washington k%

Regional Task Force Meetings to Develop
Curriculum Guides and Materials

Piloting Textbooks and/or Instructional
Materials

Non-response Plus None of the Above

*as teachers could circle more than one category, percents do not
total 100 percent.

**1ags than 0.5 percent.

EXHIBIT 2-12

TEACHERS' INVOLVEMENT IN ACTIVITIES RELATED TO THE
DoDDS FIVE-YEAR CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT PROCESS




PERCENT

RESPONDING

Determining Goals and Objectives for

Programs and Courses 49%
Selecting Instructional Materials and

Texts for Use in Classrooms 55%
Planning for Changes in the School's

Curricular Offerings 28%
Planning Instructional Innovations 29%
Coordinating the Articulation of

Curricula Across Grade Levels/Departments 23%
Non-response Plus None of the Above 28%

*As teachers could respond t© more than one category, percents do
not total 160 percent.

EXHIBIT 2-13

TEACHERS' INVOLVEMENT IN SCHOOL-LEVEL
CURRICULAR DECISION MAKING
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Regarding the usefulness of curriculum guides provided by
DoDDS, teachers were asked to rate six potential uses of the
guides. According to the survey, the curriculum guides are used
most freguently to determine course goals--70 percent of the
teachers used them extensively or made some use of them. They
are used somewhat less freguently in writing lesson plans. Forty
percent said %hey used guides for that purpose (see Exhibit
2-14)}. In fact, DoDDS's published guides are primarily documents
providing program objectives rather than instructional objectives
and would therefore not be used for daily instructional planning.

Principals were asked a similar question (see Exhibit 2-19),
except they were reguestcd to indicate thelr school's use of
curricular guides. Interestingly. principals, more than
teachers, bazlieve that curriculum guideé are being used exten-
sively. Principals generally (85-90 percent) regarded the cur-
riculum plan as being useful for the specific purposes éueried.
Exceptions were: *monitoring the instruction of your school” {24
percent found it useful), and "promoting comparability between
stateside and DoDDS schools™ (17 percent said it was not

useful).

An interview gquestion asked principals if the five-year plan

had an impact on their schools. Nearly 90 peréent said it did
have an impact. When asked to indicate what that impact was,
ﬁwo-thirds'mentioned receipt of new texts and matérials. Two-
thirds of responding.principals aiso said that the curriculum

plan was an efficient or extremely efficlent method of

8§




SOME
USED - USE USED NOT
EXTENSIVELY MADE RARELYV ussD

To Determine Course
Goals and Objectives 22% 48% 17% 13%

To Selecg Materials 14% 40% 233 22%
To Plan Units 12% . 42% 24% 22%
70 Write Lesson Plans 10% 30% 27% 33%

To Communicake Courﬁe
Curricula to Parents 10% 36% 26% 8%

To Articulate Curricula
Between 3rades 28%

‘EXHIBIT 2-14

TEACHERS' USE OF DoDDS' CURRICULUM
GUIDES FOR SIX PURPOSES

»
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MODERATELY
USEFUL USEFUL

8ringing about Curri-
cular Change in the 38% 26%
School System -

Promoting Uniformity of
Instruction in Your
School

L

Bringing about Curricular

Changa in Your School

Monitoring the Instruc-
tion of Your School

rromoting Comparability
hetween Stateslde and
Dob DS

Promoting Compatibility
in Curriculum Among
DoDDS Schools

Evaluating the Education
Programs in DoDDS

EXHIBIT 2-15

PRINCIPALS' RATINGS of USEFULNESS OF DoDDS'
FIVE-YEAR CYRRICULUM PROCESS
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encouraging uniformity of instruction amcng schools and regions.
This reflects success in DoDDS' effort o have a standardized
curriculum throughout DoDDS so that students transferring from
one region *o another will have minimal reguirements for adjust-
ment o the new DoDDS school.

In the course of implemen*ting a comprehensive curricuelum
development plan on the scale of the DoDDS five-year plan.
certain "costs" are incurred in terms of programmatic and manage-
ment alternatives that are foregone. Principals were askad if
they fel* the five-year plan was an "efficient use of the school
system's fiscal and personnel resources."” Roughly three-~quarters
agreed or agreed strongly thax 1t was. When asked 1f{ the five-
yvear plan "limited your flexibility o meet *he instructional
needs” ©f your students, only 3 percent said the requirements of

the plan were %00 restrictive.

SUMMARY N

Among the most important elemeuts ©0f quality of education is
the collective perception of quality held by the principal acto.s
in the education enterprise. i.e., parenrts, studea*s, *teacnhers.
and administrators. According to these groups. a DoDDS educa;ion
is a resounding success. When Comprehensive S+«udy da*a were
compared %o Gallup Poll data, we found that DobUDS parents were
more pleased with the general performance of their DoDUS schools
*han are stateside parents. Nevertheless: there are consideradle
differences in parents' and students' perceptions of quality of
aducation when data are disaggrega*ed by region.

84
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How well prepared are students academically when they
arrived at their DoDDS schools? Two-thirds or more of students
in grades J through 12 felt that their DoDDS schools were anead

or at about the same level as thelr stateside schools. Notable

exceptions were music and mathematics. Teachers also (hearly 90

percent.) indicated that stateside students fit easily into the

DoDDS program.

Another focus of this chapter is instructional materials.
Students, reachers, and principals again gave very high marks tro
the guality of instructional materials. Overall, only l3 per-
cent. of teachers thought that the availability of materials was
very unsatisfactory. when subject area *+eachers and their
principals were asked to rate adequacy of materials by subject,
there were some clear winners and losers. Arong those receiving
the strongest approval were reading and mathematics. Subjects
more often rated as having very inadegquate instructional
materials were computer educati~n, vocaticnal education, physical
ecucation, career education, and subjects for special needs i
students. However, several of these areas are more recently
established and have not acéumulated materials ove; time as other
subject areas have.

The tasks of managing the instructional requirements of 269
DobDS schools in 20 foreign countries is a complex one., With a
centralized curriculum, regional coordinators play--or are

thought to play-~a large role in providing guidance and resources

to subject area teachers. Yet, wien asked how satisfied teachers

.2-35
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were with rheir coordinators a surprisingly large number--75
percent in some regions--responded thar they were dissatisfied or
very dissatisfied. 1In fact, the percelved value of services of
regicnal coordinartors appears t¢ be highly correlated with how
geographically dispersed rthe schools are in each region. Thus,
travel time and +ravel budgets appear o be contributing factors
0 these assessments of services provided.

School level supervision and guidance also yield surprising

One in four *eachers are Supervised once a year or no+

a*t all. Ongoing supervision (i.e., class Lom Observarion or
direct assistance aht lzast Once a month) is reported by approxi-
mately one-third of the teacnhers. Over 50 percent of *eachers
interviewed sald they received no guidance or direction on
curriculur natt rs.

These findings lead us %o ingquire avout *the role of the
principal as instructional leader. 1In a survey of nearly 700
teachers. one-<hiri did .not regard the role of principal as
instruc+tioral leader 2s par+ticularly impor+tant. Indeed, haif of
the *2achers surveyed said their zrincipals never worked with
them *0 expand their *teach 73 skills. When principals were asked
apoutr +*heir role as inswructional leader. abour half said they
spend from 10 %0 50 percent of their *ime in tha+t role, but
two-thirds would like €0 spend more time and. further, +hey would

give up logistical and budget/fiscal activi.ties o do so.

The roles described here for teachers. principals. and

Y

regional coordinaxors in the lnstructional management process are

56




ERIC

AFullToxt Provided by ERIC

perhaps more limited than js ideal. A corollary area is
curriculum development. Since that process has evolved from a
relatively simple guidance document in 1978 into a large and
complex procedure, a legitimate concern 1s the extent to which.
teachers' and principals’' traditional roles in curriculum
development have been replaced by the Five-Year Curriculum
Development Plan.

While 80 percent of the teachers surveyed reported some
degree of engagement in zurriculum development, 40 parcent did
not record an answer tO a list of activities that are part of the
cugriculum development process. Furthermore, between 43 and 60

percent of the teachers said they never used or rarely used the

curciculum guides for six xinds of activities (i.e., to communi-~

cate curricula to parents, to plan units, to write lesson plans,

etc.}. Principals, on the other hand, believed the guides are

used extensivelv,
& number of conclusions can be drawn:

® Satisfaction with the quality of education in DODDS.
while very high, varies across regions f£ar more than
expected in a system that is procedurally and adminis-
tratively uniform. Furthermore, that satisfaction does
not appear to be a function of geographical dispersion
within regions~-the two most satisfied regions being
Panama and the Pacific.

Both students and teachers agree that DoDDS 1s at about
the same educational level or ahead of stateside
schools.

Teachers' and administrators’ satisfaction with subject
area materials is very high for the basics, but lower
for more recently developed curriculum areas.




Teacher sapervision by principals is far lower than
ideal. Similarly, the use made of r~gioral coordina-
tcrs by teachers is lower than expected. There appears
tc be a need for resource managers and curriculum
specialists who are more readily accessible to the
schools they serve.

The Five=Year Curriculum Development Plan should be
continued. The “eview cycle, however, night be
adiusted to reflect differences in the stability of
subject matter and instructicnal content across curri-
culum areas (discussed more fully in chapter 5).




CHAPTER 3

SPECIAL SERVICES AND " ..

In July 1979, Congress enacted Public Law 95-561, which
required that the oversesas dependents schools establish and
operate programs designed to meet the needs of all students:

Sec. 1402 (a) The Secretary of Defense shall establish
and operate a program (hereinafter in this title
referred to as the "defense dependents’ education
system") to provide a free public educaticn through
secondary school for dependents in pverseas areas.

(b) (1) The .Secretary shall ensure that individuals
eligible to receive a free public educa-
tion under subsection {(a) receive an education
of high guality.

{(2) In establishing the defense dependents'
education system under subsection {(a), the
Secretary shall Provide programs designed to
meet the special needs of

(&) tne handicapped

() Individuals in need of compensatory
education - - - .

{C) individuals with an interest in vocational
education

(D) gifted and talented individuals, and

(E) individuals of limited English-speaking
ability

{3) The Secretary shall provide a developmental
preschool program to individuals eligible to
receive a free public education under sub-
section (a) who are of preschool age if a pre-
school age program is not otherwise available
for such individuals and if funds for such a
program are avallable.

> " -P. L. 95=581
Title X1V
Section 1402 (emphasis added)
This chapter addresses (1) tte overriding issues that affect

meeting these special needs: (2} an ‘n-depth look at Compensatory

§73-1




Q

ERICH

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Bducation, Talented and Gifted [TAG] programs, and programs for
individuals with Limited English-Speaking [LES] ability: (3)
vocational education: and (4) the role of Pupil Perscnnel Ser-
vices [PPs] in the operation of all of these programs. Special
education for the handicapped will e discussed separately in the

next chapter.

ISSUES

Certain Questions can be asked of ail programs designed to

. ¥

meel the special needs of children: Are all students with
special needs being identified? Do all identified students have
access.to appropriate speclial programming and specially trained
staff? Do fully developed programs exist faor eacr special needs
catagory? Do the regular classroom tszachers of students with
Englisn. 2s a Second Language [EsL], Compensatory Education., and
Talented and Gifted needs have the necessary training and access

o specialist consultation services to appropriately deal with

the special needs students in their classrooms? What priorities

have been set within and between »reograms? Who sets these

oriorities? What unigue situations within DoDDs impact on
meeting the needs of these populations?

Needs Identification

Interviews with regional coordinetors indicate that there is
variation in services avai.able to Compernsatory Zducation,
and TAG s<vdents, both within and bvetween raglons. AL the

of mur data collaction in +he fall of 1982, thers was .o




systemwide requirement f£or an annual census of special needs stu-
dents. Some regions did not have accurate counts of specialist
staff and where they are located. Current development of a
management information system may serve to correct thlis situa-
tion.

Projections (based on comparative stateside populations) of

the numbers of Compensatory Education, LES, and TAG students show

a possible discrepancy between Dresent staffing levels and lixely

current necds:

™ An estimate of 6 Per~ent of DoDDS students who need
ESL education is considered reasonable {a 1930 survey
showed that the Pacific Region, known to be high on LES
students, had 8 percent of its students with Limited
tnglish~Speaking ability). For the 1982-83 school year
that would be 8,200 students. The system presently has
87.53 educators qualified and teaching as ESL teachers.

Four percent of DoDD3 students are estimated to be Tal-~
ented and Gifted (3,500). 1In 1981-82, 2,452 students
were identified. Presently., 57 educators with training
in TAG are employed in the system.

It is estimated that 17 percent of DoDDS students
(23,400) are in peed of Compensatory Education. DoDDS
has identified 92,713 students and presently serves
4,633 with 46 teachers and 89 professionals.

Provision has been made £or an increase of 414 special
services staff for the 1983-34 school year.

Conpensatory Education student needs have been partially
met through use of reading speclalists and special educatioq
staff., Germany-dNorth has even made Compensatory Educaticn stu-
dent.s officially part of the special education process. calling
the:n “Priority II" students {see DSN 2519.2). Because of this
global definition of special education. some school staff now

refer to the "real" special education students as the "IEPs.”

.,
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This inconsistency in terminology leads to inconsistency in
service across reaions.

Adccess to Programs and Staff

!

The number of schools having access to sSpecialists has
increased markedly over the past threé years. as shown by Exhibit
3-1. To qualify as a T/ 1 swecialist, educators need to complete
the DoDDS TAG Summer Institute or 18 hours of training in Tal-
ented and Gifted education and supervised practicum or fieldwork

in this area. To qualify as an ESL speclalist, an educator needs

six graduat= credit hours in the theory and practice of teaching

“nglish as a Second Language plus nine semester hours in such
courses as applied linguistics: social linguistics, comparatnive
cultures, language Jdevelcument, and social psychology of the
bilingual child or completion of the DodDS ESL inservice. In
addition, to qQualify as an ESL spe:ialist, an educator.must also
gualify in one other category. Requirements for Compensatory
Education teachers are the same as for ragular clase teachers.

Regular Class Teachers

Teachers over/helmingly perceive snecial programns as haviang
a positive or very wositive effect on tne overail qrality of
educarinsn in thelr schools, as sho 1 by Exhibie 3-2.

Zighty-nirne percent of %eachers intaerviewed indicated they
had children with special needs in their classes. Eighty-two
percent. of the teachers said that Speclalists were always oOr

nearly always availaple when nesded. Teachers used Speclalist

services fcr providing support via direct terching oI indisidual




1980-81

Talented and GCifted 13%

ESL ¢ 25%

Remedial Reading 67%
(Compensatory tdr.cation)

EXHIBIT13-1

PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOLS WITH SPECIALISTS*

*Based on principal mail survey
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Compen-
g tory
educat.ion

Special
Education

ESL

TAG

EXHISIT 3-2

PEACHER PERCEPTION 5F SPECIAL PROCRAM IMPACT
oN THE QUALITY OT BDUCATION
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students (34 pércent): direct teaching of small groups (17 per-
cent), testing, diagnosis, assessment, and screening (2 percent):

and as general resources and consultants (28 percent).

»

r Fifty-four percent. of all regular class teachers inter-
viewed indicated tihey had problems with special needs
students, the most prevalent of which are:

- Jdisryptive behavior (36 percent)
low-class pe.formance (14 percent)}

time demands on the teacher due to need for indivi-
dualization (10 percent of teachers indicated this
as the most prominant problem)

’The probléhs most frequently ?entiéned By teachers ares
- learning disabled (37 percent)

Talented and Gifte®@(12 percent)

ESL (2 percent) -
- wvisually impaired (2 percent) .

Porty~-four percent of responding teachers reported that
they were inadequately prepared to deal with special
aeeds students and would like more training (course,
inservice). others mentioned having fewer students
(lower pupil/teacher ratio, 1l percent), mcre and
greater variety of materials (14 percent), and having
larger classrooms (8 percent). These data are compar-
able to those reperted from surveys of stateside teach-
ers. L

' ¢
Principals see a need for further assigtance i?/}ngzg;ice

training in all areas for teachers. Onga cale fré& one (low

R
need) to five (high nced), relative frequencies are provided in

-

»
-

Exhibit 3-3.

Priorities -

?rincipala:'teachers: specialists, and regional staff agree

that special education has the ‘highest priority among programs




HIGH NEED

AREA e B
\ .

TAG 31%

.

o

special Education ' 19%
ESL . 153

Compensatory
Education

EXAIBIT 3-3
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for special needs students, followed by Compensatory Education.
£SL, and TAG. Nevertheless:, close to one-fourth of principals
rate Compensatory Education, ESL, or TAG as having the highest
vriority among special programs in their schools. Of those
schools reporting an absence of special programming. 80 percent
without ESL programs indicate they need such programming, 66
per~ent without special education indicate they need special
2ducation, 64 percent of those schools without TAG programs
indicate 2 need, and 50 percent of the schools without
Compe-satory Education indicate there is a need for such
programming (Exhibit 3-4). .

Principals and specialists differ in their perceptions of
what or who has the greatest influence in setting priorities.
Principals see priorities being set at the local level, with 32
percent reporting the most influential factor being the numbers

of students having various types of special needs and 15 percent

citing the influence of teachers. Twenty-nine percent of the

pvrincipals see the Regional Office as the source of greatest
influence in determining program priorities. Fifty~nine percent
of the principals repor£ getting input from the community on
special programs, mostaoften through parents (23 percent) and
advisory committees {20 percent). Specialists see priorities
being set at the above~school level: 40 percent cite the influ-
ence of the Regional Office, and 27 percent name ODS. Thirty-two

- - - - L]
percent of the specialists perceive parents as having the great-

est influence on setting priorities between programs. Wwithin




IS IT AVAILABLE? IF NO, IS IT NEEDED?
YES NO YES NO

Compensatory Education 58% 42% 50% S0%
Special Education 89% 11% c’6‘7% 33%
ESL . 29% 80% 20%
Talented and Gifted 42% 64 % 363
Vocational Education 78% 17% 83%

Career Education 54% 35% 65%

EXHIBIT 3-4

SCHOOLS OFFERING SPECIAL PROGRAMS
AND NZED FOR ADDITIONAL SPECIAL PROGRAMS
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programs 80 percent of the specialists report they themselves set
priorities. |

ESL was rated by principals as being of slightly above
average instructional quality, slightly underemphasized, witch
adequate curricutar offerings. Pri;cipals for schools offering
Kindergarten through grade six reported ESIL available at 44 per-
cent. of schools, the largest numberipf programs being available
in gfade three. ESP instruction was oﬁly available at 1% percent
of schools having seventn grade, 17 percent of schools having
eighth grade, and only 11 percent at the high school level
{grades 9 through 12). Eighty-three percent of schools with ESL
programs operate them ont a resource model. Fifty-two percent of
schools have access to ESL diagnostic tests. Supplies.and ezuip-
ment were rated generally adequate, as was the quality of
instructional matzsrials. Equipment was—rated as current.

Compensatory education .was rated by principals as slightly
above aberage in quality of instruction, slightly hnderemphasized
in thé curriculum, with adeguate curricular offerings. hServices
are usually pr?vided on a resource/itinerant basis (73 percent of
schools).

Uniformity of Program Factors

All three areas have determined broad goals and objectives
which are used systemwide (Compensatdory Education D.S. Regula-

tion 2090.1, Compensatory Education Guide: Transitional

8ilingual Education Program I: The‘Pu:Eose and Objectives of '

Enyglish as a Second Language, D.S. Manual 2440: Guide f“or
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Talented and Gifted Education/Draft). The Compensatory Educa-
tion., Talented and Gifted. and ESL programs have detailed program

guides in draft form.

Unique Factors

Services vary widely between small and isolated schools and
larger school complexes on large installations. Small schools
which are geographically isolated from both other DoDDS schools
and large military installations provide low incidence situations
where service delivery problems are similar to those found in
: rural areas of the continental United States. For example., in
Germany-North there is a small remote school where one aide runs
rhe ESL, Compensatory Education, and Special Education programs.
sﬁe works under the "supervision" of one itinerant learning
disabilities specialist who visits the school one day per month.
At another location, 4 schools have 52 ESIL students detween them.
They, like rural stateside schools, are serviced by one ltinerant
ESi, specialist who spends a significant amount of time on the
road and «ho is unable to give direct services daily. These
sitiations present quite a different picture from that of a large
school which may have four full-time specialists on staff, with
£ull-time aides on staff, and acEgss to more resources located on
buse, if necessary. In situations involving small schools with
iow incidence, and special needs students in geograchically
isolated areas, regional staff interviews indicate that the
normal pupil-ta-teacher ratios must be modified to give éhese

students the access to the programs they need. In sum, it is

Hou




difficult to meet -he needs of special students in smal{

schools. i

ROLES OF PPS IN SPECIAL' PROGRAMS

Pupil Personnel Service encompass a wide variety of staff
including guidance counselors, social workers: nurses; psycho-
metrists, psychologists, and educational prescriptionists (whoe
may, depending on the rzgion, be part of special education). They
play a vital role in meeting the special needs of children.

Guidance counselors at the high school_lével often.play a
primary role on Case Study Committees maintaining records, acting
as case managers, making program adjustments, and gcting as-liai-
son with parents and teachers. They may do dliagnostic tests, as
do psychologists and psychometrists. -For ESL and Compensatory
Education student$, making sure programming is appropriate is a
primary role. In some regions (e.q., Germany~North) and in some
schools, personnel have taken the lead in developing TAG pro-
grams: Counselors have traditionally taken'the lead in career
education and may become deeply involwved in vocational education
at the high school level. The actual areas of.responsibility
vary enormously from school to school, but teachers furveyed&
indicate that jobs at the school level are fairly clearly
defined, although at times the lack of clarity poses scmewhat of

a problem,
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CAREER AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ~,

- [
.

Career educatiocn is a comprehensive program which encom-

passes ali grade levels ©f the dependents' schools. Career
education segks to make all students aware of the value of a
work-ogiented soclety, to integrate these values into a personal
value system, and to implemeﬁt these values so that work is
possible, meaningful, and satisfying. Because it jis a compre~
hensive K-~12 program, career educat}on encompasses prevocational
education and vocational preourams which involve specialized

training in occupational skills at the high school level.

DoDDS organizes its vocational programs so that these career
purposes can gradually mature., Vocational education in DoDDS is
divided for organizational purposes into several "steps."” 1In the
Exploration Step (1{ career information is provided: (2) atti-
tude;forming instruction is offered in home economics, business,
and industrial arts: and -(3) cooverative worX experience is
of fered on an elective basis. 1In the Prevocational Step of its >
Career Zducation ?rogram, DoDDS offers skills-oriented instruc-
tion on an elective basis in (1) automotive technology. (2)
musiness edgcation, (3) computer technology, (4) cOsmetology:

(5) electricity/electronics, {(6) grapnic arts, (7) medical/den-
tal, and (8) photography. In addition, cooperative work experi-
ence is offered both to those continuing from the Exploration
Step and those electing it for the first time in the Prevoza-

r.tonal 3tep.
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Career Awareness receives major emphasis in gradeg kinder-
garten through six and is designed to develop an awareness of the
personal and social significance of work, the basic skills of
learning, social development, cooperative interaction, the nature
of social roles, the potentialities and limitgtions of the
environment, and a greater sense of self awareness.

Career Orientation generally occurs in grades seven aﬁd
eight. fThis is characterized by the study of occupational clus-
ters across content areas. In art, for example, students might
discuss a series of occupations which include furniture designer.
commercial artist, civil engineer, and architect. 1In addition,
the process of decision making, life planning, adapting to
change, and information gathering for reasoned decisions is
infused into the middle school curriculum.

Career Exploration is emphasized in grades 9 and 10. Durinyg
this transitional period in their lives, students have the. oppor~
tunity to actively explore work in relation to their own inter-
ests and aptitudes. Career Exploration activities include
on-site work observation, work exparience. hapds-On laboratory
experience, role playing, and class discussions with special
resource persons.

Career Preparation begins in grades 11 and 12, where stu-
dents become involved in coopérative work éxperiences, technical,
businegs, or other vocational or preprofessional courses. Stu-
dents explore careers in greater specificiéy, and many receive

training in entry level or precision skills. This stage requires
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an .intensive guidance and counseling effort to help stiraents with
difficult decisions for career preparal.ion. Counselors are .
Lnstrumentaf in helping students clarify career objectives and
interests, identifying students’ aptitudes and relating these

to occupational choices, assisting in students' job seeking
efforis, providing informatio; about placements and postsecondary
opportunities, and making available occupational information
incluéing manpower trends and ‘projections.

Scheol size makes a difference as to the types, of vocétional
courses that a high school can provide, and location and rela-
tionships with the miliiary and host country can play a crucial
role in maintaining an effective supplies and equipment situa-
tion. StasZf turnover can algo be a problem in maintaining a .
gquality program. . .

Quality of both vocaticnal and career education was rated as
average with both curricular areas being slightly underempha-
sized in the curriculum as a wncle. Course offerings are rated
as barely adeguate to meet student needs. Career education
exists in 51 peréent of the classeg in kindergarten through grade
"6, 30 percent of 7th and Btﬁ grade programs, and 17 dercent of 9
to 12 programs. Vocational programs are focused in jrades 7 :o
12, wﬁere approximately 20 percent cf grades have courses
gvailable-

High school principals report a steady growth in the numbder

of nigh schools which of fer vocational courses, although ldue %o

194
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the small size of many of the high schools, vocational

" may be limited:

- = 1980-81 1981-82
Mean FTE vVocational .
Staff 2.3 2.4
Rance of Staff FTE 0-6 0-6

Percent of Hich schools
with Vocational Staff 79% 87%

offerings

1982-83

208
0-6

21%

Sixty~two percent cf the principals indicate a moderate to high

need to have more career education staff: 55 percent indicate a

moderate to high need for more vocational education staff.

Analyses of the NCA evaluation reborts for vocational and

career education programs in schools evaluated in 1981-82 show a

wide variation in the substance and qQuality of programs and

courses offered in career, vocational, and cooperative work

experience programs. Factors such as size of school, quality and

turnover of personnel, facilities and eg:i,ment currency and

maintenance, and relationships with both military and host

country institutions all affect what is being offered in the

vocational area. Since vocational education ig an area that

relies heavily on materials, supplies, equipment, and suitable

facilities, it is greatly affected by the types of problems

T

discussed in later sections on logistics, supplies, etc. NCA

reports repeatedly refer'to problems in maintenance and equipment

repair. In some schools scheduling difficulties limit accessi-

bility %o and quality of individual programs.
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Several of the NCA reports expressly refer to a problem with
having vocationzl programs which are re}evant to the population
of students at any given high‘school. The mixture of students
who are college bound or will be working.or entering job training
after high school varies considerably from high school to high
school. 1In response to this need for relevant programs, the
suggestion was made by the Regional Director .of Germany-North
thag DoDDS establish a performing arts vocational high school in
Germany to meet the needs of the many highly talented students
thefé.

‘On the parent survey: 249 of the 1,206 responding parents

graded the quality of ¢he vocational training thei¢ high schools

offered. The average grade was C+:

Percent of Parents Quality Grade
15% A
333 B
348 c
12% . D
7% - F

High schools in Germany-South, Atlantic: and Panama were
'given high grades (A or 8) by 50 percent or more of ﬁhe pareﬁts
in those regions. High schools in Germany-North and the
Mediterranean were given high ratings by 47 percent and 46
percent of theif parents, respectively. .The Pacific Region was
notable for having only 23 percent of its parents highly
satisfied with vocational training. Those reginns which had

higher unsatisfactory ratings (D and F) included the Pacific (23

percent), Atlantic (22 percent), Germany-South (19 percent),
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Germany-Norih (18 percent), and Mediterranean (15 percent).

Parents in Panama gave no grades below C.

Sixty percent of parents thought there was not &nough
etphasis in DoDDS on preparing students who do not go to college
i Y v
for a job or career after graduation from high school.

-

RECOMMENDATIONS: SPECIAL SERVICES AND PROGRAMS

Although DoDDS has established érograms and trained per=-
sonnel for meeting needs of students who require Compensatory
Edﬁcation, ESL education, and Talented and Gifted programming,
the availability ;nd quality of services available vary both
petween and within regions. To assure that appropriate programs
are available throughout DoDDS it is recommended that: .

] Compensatory Education, ESL, and TAG programs be fullr N
funded and staffed so that DoDDS students with these

special needs have the same opportunity for progra ng
which they have stateside. . ‘

® n annusal census/needs assessment should beg done by .
October 1 of each school year to identify the current /
population with special rieeds, and appropriate staffing /
adjusuvments should %e made. (.

‘o Screening and assessment procecdures and technigues '
should be uniform throughout DJDDS.

' Draft program guides in Compensatory Zducation, ESL, a
and’ TAG should be finalized and distributed to all
“™N - regions for use in program development.

v ° Qualification and certification standards should be
developed for Compensatory Education teachers.

. wWwhen appropriate programs are impossible to implement
in specific schools due to low incidence, geographlc
isolation, etc., parents should be informed in advance
of this situation and alternatives made available.
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The problems .encountered by small and isolated schools
as they affect these students, as well a2s vocational
programs, should be addressed dlrectly

]

- Regions should provide a small schools administrator
who is of supervisory/deputy director rank to
address the needs of these schools.

- Specialist assignments, pupil/teacher ratios, and

other staffing sriteria should be reassessed in
llght of the special problems faced bj these
schools.

If r€gional coordinators are expected to function as

in-house technical consultants for specialists and

regular classroom teachers of st:udents with special
needs, they should have both the professional cre-
dentizls and experience to be respected, useful o, and
used by school-level staffs.

Staff responsible for career education programs should
nake sure that information avaiiable to students is
sarrent and of sufficientiy broad scope 0 be consid-
ered relevant and valuable to stuadents and parents.

Vocational education programs have not substantively
changed since the assessment Jjone by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education in 1981, and their recommendations

© are still pertinent:

- Program offerings should be expanicd to be more
responsive to the needs of partlcular age groups and
exceptional students and to corraspond with the
most comprehensive and up-tn-date employment. Oppo’-
tunities.

- Program problems created by difficulties in supply,
logistics, managenent information systemns, etc.,
should be remediad accordlnq to the. recommendatlons
in those sections of this report. .- .

~ Specific recommendations for updating and expanding
vocational cfferings such as the cne proposed for
the Performing Arts High School should be explored
in depth.




CHAPTER 4

SPECIAL EDUCATION

On December 23, 1981, the Federal Regyister published the

*final rule” implementing the Education for all Handicapped
Children aAct of 1975 and the Defense Dependents Education act of
1378. Meeting the needs of handicapped children within the
unique eduéationay/;tructure of the DoDDS system now becomes a

) R

challenge for DoDDS personnel, not in terms of what has been but

in terms of what needs to be done to meet the requirements of the

implementing ragulations. (Regulations somewhat pafallel to PL
94-142 regulations were issued on May 25, 1979: DoD Instruction

© 1342.12, the most recent issuance, is significantly more compre-
hensive procedural’y.)
: as appreisal is made of DoDDS special education programs, it
should be remembered that initial regulations regarding the
implementation of PL 94-142 came twé years later in DoDDS than in
stateside public schoolst and DoDDS Instruction 1342.12 has only
bean operational for 18 months. During the initial phase of
implementation in stateside schools extreme 2ffort was exerted to
achievéuéompliance with the legislation; during the initial éhase
of implementation DoDDS also cezntered 1ts effort on elimination
of compliance deficits. To establish overseas all services
required for individually appropriate education of handicapped

pupils is a requirement which DoDDS is in the process of

achieving.




As one examines the regulations and the variety of programs

listed school by school, certain factors become apparent at the

outset:

* DODDS is a unique system in that disproportionately
few severely handicapped children make up the student
population in need of service.

* DoDDS has established a service delivery model which is
noncategorical and developmentally bhased.

* A continuum of services may not exist in terms of least
restrictive alternative placement.’ 'Some.DoDDS schocls
are small and services are brought into being when need
exists.

* Evaluation of the special education nrogram must center

on substantive and procedural variables related to
legal mandates {compliance)} rather than student
achievement variables. 1If the system functions effec-
tively in the broader substantive requirements of the
law then there is greater likelihood 2f adequate ser-
vice delivery to the handicapped chiid. A review of
evaluation studies stateside elaborates upon this view.

CURRENT PRACTICES

on September 30, 198l, GAO released a study titled, "Dis~
parities Still Exist in Who Gets Special Education." It is
against such a backdrop that the DoDDS system should bde
evaluated. Excerpts from that report follow.

The number of children receiving spééial education services
averages about 8.5 percent of the school-age population, accord-
ing to state counts. ©DoDDS is currently serving 10.4 percent of
its population. Only one state (Utah) hgg a nigher percentage of
identified handicapped children.

NDOorLJS stated a lower student count in school year 1981-32

than in 1980-81. The rationale given is that, in fact, expanded
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diagnostic capability provides more appropriate identification of

specific areas ©of exceptionality. A problem that still exists:,
however, is a definitional frame of reference that on occasion
goes beyond the legal qirective of 1342.12. A more critical area
may perhaps be the level-of staff assigned to serve the handi-
capped population in DoDDS. A staffing increase of approximately
25 percent for the 1982-83 school Year has.brougﬁt the student/
professional staff ratio to 16 to 1 (a figure that compares
favorably to many stateside systems). However, interviews with
special education teachers generated a mean enrollment of 24 and
a median of 1%. A more critical set of variables may in fact be
how professionals in the system view these ratios. Seventy-f?vel
percent of the special education teachers interviewed find the
available resources and trained personne{ available to do
diagnostic work sufficient. 1In fact, approximately 700 teachers
are projected to be available for the 1983-84 school year.

DODDS specialists were asked to look at program specific
needs in components of thelr programs. Levels of concern are
illustrated in Exhibit 4-1. Eighty-nine percent of principals
and 78 percent of special education teacheré interviewed reported
that the scope of programs available matched with student need.
Seventy-~eight percent of the principals surveyed reported that
there are few Or no special education children in regular class-
roems who should he assigned to sel f-contained classrooms. Case

study obscrvations confirmed the avallability of programs for
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mild to moderate special needs children. As a child's need

increases, however, the availability of programs for low

incidence groups is reduced. There are an impressive array of
resource programs for handicapped children, but concern arises in
the areas of trainable mentally retarded [TMR]) and seriously
emotionally disturbed [ED).

The data in Exhibit 4-2 indicate that in the TMR area,
building administrators were misidentifyin® children. This view
was reinforced in one region where learning disabled children
were perceived by staff or administrators to be Compensatory
Education rather than "special education” children. Tre data on
ED children are particularly critical in that more than 50 per-
cent of the identified children are being serviced by part-timme
programs, with few, 1f any, related services. This fact was
reinforced by observations of special education children in three
regions as part of case studies in local schools. The provision
of medical and medically related services is projected to
increase for the 1983-84 school vear.

The number of resource programs emphasizes the need for
close cooperation between regular classroom and sbecial education
teachers. Seventeen percent of principals surveyed described
their regular staff as prepared to meet the heeds of handicapped
children, while‘64 percent thought their teachers needed addi-~
tional skills, and 19 percent thought their teachers were not
prepared. No major differences occurred across regions. The.
preparation of regular teachers is a critical variable in a

system that relies so heavily on resource and itinerant services.

t
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SELF- INTE-
CONTAINED RESOURCE INTEGRATED/ GRATED/ NO
ROOMS ROOMS SPECIALIST SPECIALIST

Learning 3% 89% 2% 4%
Disabled

Educable 68% 33 5%
Mentally
rRetarded
Trainable
Mentally
Retarded
Speech

Emot.ionally
Disturped

EXHIZIT 4-2

PRINCIPALS ¢ DELINEATION OF PERCENT OF
STUDENTS SERVED IN EACH PROGRAM TYP2E
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. It should be noted that there is also a continuing stateside need

0 train regular clasg teachers to meet the needs of handicapped
students assigned to them.

Sixty-five pércent of principals surveyed rated the gquality
of instruction as good or very good in special education. Case
study observation tends to support this finding. Although per-
sonnel files were not available in the regions: qualifications of
staff were quite impressive to case study observers. Special =
education expertise at the regional level varied more than at the
local level., This variability in training experience. availa-~
bility, and expertise at the regional level had a direct impact
on morale and program implementation at the local school level.
The Educational Service Center comstruct to be discussed below
can to some degree integrate the impgct of regional personnel
transiticen and variable expertise.

Program implementation at the local school 1ev§1 was moni-
tored by the case study team by random selection of special
education children, direct observation {35 to 45 minutes) of
their classrooms, and reviewing of IEPs and other documentation.
These reviews gave us both a substantive and a procedural data
base to work from. In addition, all special education classroonmns
were observed in each quality of education case study and, where
possible, all special education teachers were interviewed indi-
vidually.

Seven study standards were utilized to measure program

implementation. Thesge standards were drawn from stateside




third~party evaluation studies and modified by the project team.
The following is a summary of findings in relation to each of
these standards.

Study Standard l: Students' special eduzation needs are

assessed fully prior to placement in a special education program.

It appears that students' special educational needs in edu-

cational, cognitive, emotzonal, and physical-areas are assessed

by DoDDS\professional staff and that, to scme degree, multiple

formal and informal methods are used.

iz

In the following areas assessment practice appears not to v

coanform completely to DobDS procedures:

® Approxzmately one-third of the assessment data encoun-
tered were eqther outdated {academic achievemen: more
than two years old) cr not appropriate for the child
(non-Bnglish speaking). A three-year evaluation is
required legally but academic achievement. data should
be reasonably current.

® Test results were variably explained to parents. Gen-
erally they attended placement. meet.ings, but direct
observation of approximately 10 of these meetings
revealed highly formalized procedures and heavy
reliance upon test scores from standardized tests.
Although parental involvement. occurred it was limited.

Study standard z: An initial placement committee oOperates *

to make a congidered Placement dec151on for each student.

For the-most part, mempbership of the case study commit.tees
was found to b. consistent with DoDDS procedures (80 percent). -
Case study committeepdiscussions were quite varianle. All case o
study committee mestings observed involved eligibility, place-
ment, and IEP discussions. Strengths were noted in the aress of

provision of transportation (when applicable) and parents' due
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process rights. Weaknesses centered around discussion of the
following topicé:
e Range of placement
Very general discussions ©of goals and objectives
Mainstreaming or relationship to the regular educatioﬁrﬂ;
program, discussed-inmonly 12 percent of document
reviews of randomly selected cases, and not discussed

in the B of 10 case study committee observations

Study sStandard 3: The placement decision 1§ seen to be

appropriate for each student.

- Factors of space or program availability inappropriately
dominated in making placement decisions, particularly with emo-
tionally disturbed children. The limited number of appropriate
programs in this area causes some placement difficulties, parti-
cular1§ in Germany-South.

The lack of a placement option in certain settings does not
allow for consideration of such i:;ues as the influences of peer
group or degree of handicap: both critical to the determination
of an appropriate education. Thus, special education programs in
smaller schools, of necessity, cover a broad range of handicaps
in terms of type and level.

In approximately two-thirds cf the randomly selected cases,’
the critical match of the program and the child, essential to an
appropriate education, were well aligned: in one~third they were
not. Issues such as level of service (number of hours) appeared'
to be dictated as much by needs of regular classroom teachers as

needs of handicapped students. This point was made by special

education professionals and case study observations in four
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separate regions. Problems also arose in the match of student

learning styles with instructional programs. Use of adapted or _

-

branched materials also was limited in case study observations.
The tendency of the DoDDS system to emphasize packaged instruc=
tional progr;ms has, to some degree, been replicatfd in special
education  programs.

-

Studv Standard 4: An IEP is developed and approved for each

student prior to the initiatién of special education services.
Frgm the randomly selected reviews of IEPs conducted in

;Sﬁgmber of 1982 the following percentages were obtained:

. Yes

Student Having IEP 71%

IEP Developed Prior to Program 57%
Implementation

IEP Complete 71%

IEP Approved by Parents B3

-

No special education program was reviewed for students who had
received services for less than six months. These figures are
somewhat below frequencies found in stateside school systems.
DODDS states that these ;E?s were completed later in the school,
year. Although mandates for sucl reqéirements have come later
(approximately two vesrs) than stateside systems, these figures

should be monitored carzfully for increasing compliance.

+udy Standaré 5: Case management. case documentation. and

procedure management ocerations exist to ensure that students




participate in an appropriate and effective initial placement

process.

Of the randomly selected sample reviews., the following
percentages were obtained:

Presence of Case Manager

Case Management Responsibilities Clear

Student Cases Adequately Docume::ted 71%

Appropriateness of Initial Placement 71%
e Reviewad s '

The study found inconsistent procedures with regard to case
management, case documentation, and procedures managament:
however, there is no DoD requirement at the present time for the

implementation of this standard.

Study Standard 6: The student’'s IEP is implemented fully.

trengths:

e The student receives special education services listed
on the IFEP.

e The student recelves each related service listed
on the IEP (a caution here, in that related services
may not be listed due to lack of availabilityl.

e Materials, equipment, and accessible facilities seen as
necessary to program delivery must be used.

Weaknesses;

e Sufficient numbers of qualified staff must be available
to the students in order tc comply with any specified
staff-student ratios and recommended £frequency and
duration of services. Specific issues identified were:

Significant overload in smaller schools, particu-
larly in Germany-South.

&,
Lack of program options for seriously emotionally
disturbed.

g




Use of aides rather than professionals for program
delivery: however, aides are paraprofessicnals who -
carry out nlans prepared by a certified teacher. '

"Priority II" or Compensatory Education pupils
used to £il) special education program gquctas in
areas of underideatification cause some confusion
in the criteria for service. ’

Peer group compatibility N

Kindergarten through eighth grade were served in
one classroom where there were not sufficient stu~-
dents for two self-contained classrooms.

There was a lack of a peer group for low-incidence
populations: however. achievement of peer group for’
low-incidence handicapped pupils is difficult in
small schacls. . Other alternatives such as cluster-
ing or private placement should be seriously con-
sidered.

No coordination existed among programs in laige
schools with multiple resources-

In 40 percent of the case study observations. stu-
dent groupings in resource Pprograms were based

on regular classroom teacher schedules rather than
child need. The problem of observing regular class
schedules yet providing resource room sessions 1s
also common in stateside schools, but the frequency
of this observation causes some concerns.

Sufficient access to regular classroom settings

-

In only one site was coordinatiop between regular
and special programs observed. In many settings.,
coordinatisn was not expecied.

Program overcrowding in resource :-programs was pre-
cipitated by this lack of communication. "In some
cases studeuts were referred for all academic
activities rather than for a specific area.

Program implementation was highly variable. Lack of
general supervision or even yritten communication by
special zducation supervisory personnel was noted in
four of six regions. Without guidance or with
“mixed” messages, programs tend to be highly indi-
vidualistic procedurally. 9One would expect programs
to differ in substance, but process differences are
a distinct disadvantage.
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Study Standard 7: Each’student ﬁakes progress as a result

of service delivery.

4

PDue in part to thg transitory assignmqqts of DoDDS students
but also'becausé of thg laék of standafdized achievement data.
from year to year., over 50 éercent of‘th? Eases reviewed did not
have comparabie data .across years uéou‘?hich to judge progress.

Of the remaining cases, 75 percent showed student progress. and

in 1 cate an IEP was modified to guide pfbgram,delﬁvery.

\

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION/FELATED SERVICES

An issue raised in initial conversation with ONS personnel
. .

was- the extent to which ancillary reséurcgs were available to
support educational programs. Twenty-~seven af g; principals‘
interviewed (69 percent) arranged for related services with mili-
tary medical personnel directly. However, 17 of the 39 princi-
pals interviewed (44 fercént) thotht.that no additional related
service was needei for thei; spbecial education ~tudents. In
addition, 82 percent of responding principals stated4 that they

have used regional coordinators to access related services, while

30 parcent of special education teaghers stated that they

arranged for related services themselVes. ’"he principal survey

asked administrators to respond specifically to the current

availability of related services listed in 1342.12. These

"

‘services were reported available as follows: i

Occupational Theraopy k¥ TN

Physical Therapy ' 52%

I21 o~
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Sociai'Work 58%

Parent Training 66%

2ll other related s.rvices were availahle at a 75 percent

level or above, Problems also seem to arise in the securing of

available services. Thirty-seyeh percent of princ.pals surveyed
report problems in securing related services. Of those princi-
pals reporting difficulties, 64 perceunc statéd the services were
unavailable, and an additional 1U éercent stated tha. ,.udernts
cannot get to the related service, although on paper it is avail-
able. When students are served, 73 percent of principals rated
the quality of the service as high or very high.

Recent developmedts within the military medical community
may impact upoﬁ related servige availability in the coming vear.
The Aramy has identifieé 86 officers and enlisted medical person-
nel to be a part of the 125 medical providers scheduled tor
Europe in.the Army's budget for the 1983-84 school Year. The
first teém of 36 will arrive in Germany during the summer of
1983. Policias are being developed which Zelineate access for
these services when they become available: currently tremendous
variability occurs in method of access. A related topic deals
with linkages with the military communzty to get necessary
support for handicapped children. Of special education teachers
interviewed, 67 percent perceive a positive linkage between the
school and military mediczl personnel, military service pro-

viders, and regional special education coordinators: however,
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only 27 percent perceive that linkage as regular and systematic.
The lack of related services in certain critical areas and the
difficulty “n accessing these services raise serious concerns
about serving low-incidence populations where these needs become
more critical. Again, tLe system for provision of medical and
medically related services currently in its initial stages of

impleméntation is designed to address these needs.

" Program Access

Questions of program access centered around three issues: -
(1) accessibility to appropriate program, {2) accessibiliiy to
piacement within the least restrictive environment, and (3)
access?bility to phvsical facilities. In the first two areas,
DoDDS seems to be doing an .adequate job. Questions arise related
: to limitations of individual student program delivery, but suf-
ficient human resources are available to do the job.

When exposed to the least restrictive environment p-ovision

of 1345.12, 64 percent of responding principals said they would
not have difficulty in implementing the law. Of the one-third of
interviewed principals who said there would whe a difficulty, 83
percent felt the physical plant itself would present the dAiffi- .
culty.
Sixty~four percent of principals interviewed stated that

- some degree of structural modificatioﬁ had peen made to facili-

tate integration. In addition, specific modifications are

included in future construction budgets. At the present time,

access to program does not appear to be a major concern. Case
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study observations show that it is the match of student needs to
program implementation that is critical.

As to parental access, B0 percent of the special education
teachers interviewed stated that parents were involved Qn the
process of providing services to handicapped children. However,
75 percent of the special education teachers interviewed reported
no existing overseas parent advocacy groups or parent organiza-
tions servihg handicapped children, and of the 25 percent who
reported parent advocacy groups, only 2 teachers saw them as
having an impact on service delivery. To this point, limited
act.ivity has occurred in relavion t0 formal due process regarding
special education identification or platemer Ninety-one per-
cent of surveyed principals reported that dg -ocess/hearing
nrocedures were in place, and 12 percent reported that there had
bees, 2r is presently., a due »nrocess hearin; n»2ading in the
pLzczreat of a handicappz:i <nild in thelr s¢f-:.s. <{ase study
observations revealed a significant number >f additional issues
that may arise in the near future relative to due proéeés: With
1322,12 in place a little over a year, the imp;ct of this

i

directivg is Just beginning to be felt.

SPECIAL EDUCATION INSERVICE

Sixty percent of the special education teachers interviewed
received inservice training for program implementation within
DoDDS. They received the following amount of training:

6 or more days 5%
2 to 5 days 43%




1 day 14%
l to 3 hours 11%
Less than 1 hour 14%

Topics reported as part of the training were the following:

Percentage
Of Participants

Evaluation 3l¢
IEP Development 31%
Identification 28%

Placement /and LRE 22%
Procedur®l Safeguarding 16%
Gengral’Special Education | 9%

Education Programming 9%
Behavior Management 6%
Case Study Committee 33

On’ the basis of principal reports. classroom teachers in 95

percent of their buildings had received speclal education inser-

vice training. The sources of that training were:.

School-Based Special Education . 79%
Staff

Regionally Based Cgordinator 60%

outside Consultants 60%

Related Service Staff + 51%

Hashington-Basad Coordinators 11%

Attitudes toward Special Programs

In general, special education programs were pergeived posi-
tively. Eighty-seven percent of teachers iqterviewed felt spe-~
cial education has had a positive impact on their schools. The
relative frequencies for speécial population programs are:

Positive Program
Perception Not Offered

Special Education B87% - 7%
ESL 78% 9%
Compensatory Education 60% 20%




Ninety-four percent of special education teachers inter-
viewed found regular teachers to be supportive of their programs.
‘Although, rough spots were encountered during case study visits,
the overall data base shows overwhelming support for the addi-
tional services in this area. '

Fifty~three percent of teachers interviewed, 56 percent of
specialists, 61 percent of the special education teachers, and 64°
percent of principals surveyed perceived 5pecia1 education to
have the greatest priority of all special programs. Sixty-one -
percent found instruction to be of high quality, and 64 percent
considered curricular offerings to be adequate or very adequate,
while 28 percent of the principals felt special educgtiOn'was
ové?emphasized. Sevenﬁy—nine percent of interviewed principals
and 83 percent of principals surveyed said there was sufficient
clarity in the special education teacher's role funct-ion.

N Specialists were asked to delineate the impact of the mili-
tary on the placement of families with special needs children.
Views varied widely on this issue, as the following percentages
show:

Military Matches Special Needs

with School

Don't Know

No Effect

Family Sent Even If No Service

Available

ben‘'t Send Them
¢Other
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SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER PROFILE

for the 35 special educators interviewed worldwide, the fol-

lowing demographic data were gathered:

Total Years Experience in Teaching

Total Years in DoDDS

Total Years in Region s

Consecutive Years in School

Twenty of the 35 identified themselves as learning disabili-
ties/development teachers, and 23 identified their primary role
as resource rather than self-contained classroom. Two-thirds of
the teachers were hired stateside, and 66 percent had master's
degrees or above; thus, a larger percent of DoDDS special educa-
tors have graduate training than do their stateside counter-

parts. .

The following responses were given in relationship to job

function:

. Types of activities performed with regular education
teachers: -

-~ Consultation/observation/ feedback/ B89%
conferences

- Resource (materials/equipment) 549

- Training (workshops/inservice) 31%

- Team teaching 3%

Types of activities performed with students:

- Direct teaching/group 77%
- Direct teaching/individual 48%
- Testing/assessment/evaluation 40%

Sixty-eight percent of the teachers named testing as
the activity that consumed the most time in the €£fall.
Seventy percent named it as the predominant activity
in the spring. O©Only in winter was teaching named 2s
the predominant activity. (83 percent of the teachers).




® Sixty-nine percent of the teachers said they estab-
lished thelr own priorities in their programs. The
principal was the npext most often mentioned priority
setter (31 percent), followed by the case study commit~
tee (29 percent).

A series of questions yere asked related to training and
‘role function, yielding the following responses:

® Eighty-six percent of the teachers yere working in
their professional areas.

* Seventy-eight percent felt there was a good match
between their duties and what they were hired to do.

* Seventy~four percent felt there was a good match
between their duties and what they were trained to do
‘ and that thelr expertise was being utilized to a
significant degree.
When special education teachers were asked in what areas
they would likg‘to spend more time, most of the responses clus-

tered in the following areas:
=

More Direct Service 15%
More Time 1in Regular Education Classroom 12%
More Testing ) 123
More Resourcing to Teachers 2%

Regarding use of paraprofessionals, 66 percent of the special
educators use aides in their programs. Eighty-six percent of
those teachers utilice an adult in this role. 1In addition, 37
percent of the teachers use volunteers, of which 73 percent are
adults. -

Tn summary, the special education personnel interviewed were
highly qualified and competent professionals. Despite special
education tzacher reports of interaction, case study observations
and reqular class teacher interview data suggest that direct

interaction bhetween regular and special education receives

123
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less emphasis than one might expect. This weakness in service

delivery is by no means unique to DoDDS, but should be further

explored.

Testing appears to bé‘peceiving a somewhat greater emphasis
than one might expect. Therreliance upon formal, standardized
assessment procedureé seems to be overemphasized in DoDDS. A °
soon to be releésed national survey 5podgored by Special Educa-~
tion Programs (U.S. Department of Education’) found nonstandar-
dized asses.ment. to be the fourth most frequentl} utilized set of
techniques employed by placement committees stateside. The
acceptance of nonstandardized, idformal. and observational
procedures shéuld be explored more fully. In addition, the
number of different instruments utilized.by the DoDDS system
makes a consistent data base a difficult task.

The independence of direct service providers in evaluating
needs and accessing services is also noteworthy. In a specialty
area where on average there is one special educator per school,
this indepgndence threatens the likelihood of consistent service
delivery.

EDUCATIONAL SERVICE CENTER: AN ALTERNATIVE SUBREGIONAL SERVICE
DELIVERY CONCEPT

The Educational Service Centers were established in a Ger-
many-South reorga;ization initiated by the Regidnal Director. -
Five centers with similar staffing are designed primarily to
service special education needs within tﬁe region. Although

other functions are delegated to the centers, their primary
[ J
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functions lie within the special education area and include but

are not limited to:

1.

Coordination of local child-find activities. (Problems
may arise because of 10-month emplovyees.)

Coordination of local special education census.

Provision of assessment and evaluation of referred stu-
dents requiring evaluation and placement services beyond
those available within the limits imposed by testing
materials available to the schools and training compe-~
tency of local personnel. In one education service cen-
ter testing appears limited, for the most part, to .val-
vating for self-contained placement and low incidence
handicaps. In another area, with the number of small
schools, basic assessment becomes a significantly greater
priority. .

Provision of inservice education to parents, local school
educators, and case study commit.tees. In this area ser-
vice becomes spotty. ‘Each center services approximately

- the same number of schools; however, some areas have a

significantly larger population of children than do other
areas. For this reason, nacklogs in testing may preclude
significant inservice activities. .

Significant responsibility in mediation, hearings., and
other due process activities. In two of three centers
due process issues took a significant portion of the
coordinators’ and team leaders' time. Issues forcing
these situations are:

® Extremely limited militar,; medical support, occu-
pational therapy, physical therapy, psychiatry,
medical, atc. (a situation now being corrected).

. Lack of available programs. ©One example is the
significant lack of programs for seriously emo-
tionally disturbed children. DoDDS and the
military medical community are taking action to
provide such services. DoDDS presently requires
additional teachers for the mildly disturbed
child. Programs for trainable mentally retarded
children have been provided in =ach Educational
Service Center area: yet those classes for low
incidence children are extremely small, and like
stateside programs, there is a lack of interac-
tion with peers or nonhandicapped children.

134
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6. Coordination of school, communlty. and medical
resources as needed for program 1mp1ementat10n (a task
currently being addressed).

7. Function as adjuﬁct members of school case study com-
mittees. This role varies from center to center and
from school to school within center jurisdiction. The
idea is a good one in terms of greater consistency in

- the operation of the case study committee. Interest-
ingly. the regional coordinator saw the role of the _
Educational Service Center participant to be the devel- e
oper of the IEP. In no way was this reflected in the %z
perceived role of Educational Service Center personnel.

8. Participation in IEP development {see number 7).

e. Provision of technical assistance t0 schools. This
appears to be one of the strengths of the Educational
Service Center configuration. Historically., individual
personnel did provide this kind of assistance. 2l-
though ceqterrbased employees provide this assistance
under the new system, 2 unified effort exists among the
centers visited to provide thls type of support &through
workshops, individual conferentes, additional indivi-
dual assessment., and support during case study commit=

- tee meetings.

10. Provision of programs for parents, teachers, and aides
to carry on with special needs ch#ldren when appropri-
ate. Little was observed or recorded in this area.

Overall, the functioning of the Educational Service Centers

with regard to special education was seen quite positively. The
difficulty that arises is that {he Educational Service Centers
have no goals é; objectives upon which to be evaluated. The
Regional Office has responsibilities and individual team members
have responsibilities: the center as an entity does not. Despite
this fact, the center seems to be a unifying force in service
availapility and delivery within the region. The Center is per-
ceived positively by school administration personnel with whom we

spoke in Germany-South. These school administrators often assume

a leadership role in the provision of special education services.

. 131
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Several cautions shouid bhe kept iq mind when reviewing spe-
clial educgtion service delivery within this region., cCurrently.
few availableywelated services criti<al to the needs of low
incidence handicapped children exist. There is need for the
military medical community to meet the mandate of 1342,12 -as they
plan to during the 1983-84 school Year. For example; family and
individual therapy are critical for seriously emotionally
distyrbed children., Social work services and occupational and
physical therapy should be available throughout most of the
region,

*  Second, appropriate programs for Trainable Mentdily Retarded
children must be clustered to provide appropriate related ser-
vices, If services were clustered in a regional cencer, appro-
péiate servicg delivery could be accomplisheqd.

Third, a clearer definition for speech pathologist and
learning disabilities specialists assigned to the Educational
Service Centers is needed., One center has redefined the speech
role to a language specialist., but confusion abounds regarding
the difference betwsen these roles and the positions in the
schools:,

Fourth, there is no doubt that the needs of the region can
be better met at the Educational Service Center level than they
can be at the Regional Office level. As needs shift from school
to school one might consider the flexible use of Etaffing with}n
service center clusters., The underlying issue here 1is span

of control, The Educational Service Centers currently have a




/
monitoring and compliance fuaction. It would seem natural for

-

them to have a supervisory function as well. The current sys-

tem's inability to provide adequate supervision of specialist
personnel is a critical variable ‘in effective service delivery to
children who, by definition, are more difficult to handle. Of
approximately 10 special education class;oom obgervations made in
Germany-South, only 1 was totally unacceptable, but many of the
personnel éould have benefited from clinical supervision. This
is Aot to say that the majority of teachers observed were not
competent but only;that they could benefit from direct clini~

cal supervision. Such supervision is currently not available in
the region. If the low~incidence child were not serviced in the
region, the Educational Service Centef personnel could be uti-
lized to some degree in this endeavor (as a support systea to
building administration).

Fifth, greater clarification as to who is certified to
administer individual IQ tests is needzd. Many p2ople perform
this function, but how they were certified is confusing at best.
This is one of many issues tied to the new recertification pro-
cess. <“he Educational Service Centers with their special educa-
tion expertise might be in a better POsition to counsel people
Eegarding special education recertification than is a local
building administrator.

Sixth, the Educational Service Centers presently have psych-

clogists in the team leader roles. This may not be the best use
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of limited resources. A generalist special education/administra-

tive type might be a better choice for the role. In two of the

-t

three centers visited, the psychologists assigned to the team

leader positions were highly competent and articulate profes-

sionals. They provide assessment expertise and balance the con-
cept of the coordinator's being an educational admini;trator.
Yet, because the cdordinator role is part time, much of the
administrative trivia fall to the team leaders and does not allow
them to fully utilize their expertise. The other lingering gques-
tion is whether the centers are too heavily assessment oriented
and rnot concerned enough with program consultation {programming).
Since the centers are new, this focus may change, but the empha-
sis ;ertainly seems L0 be in the identification and assessment

areas at this time.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS/RECOMMFENDATIONS

The special education program witiiin DoPDS has many
strengths and has made good progress in meeting the mandate of
1342.12 which had its initial implementation in December of 1981.
The following is a summary of those areas in which resources
might be targeted or alternatives considered to strengthen
overall service delivery.

Service Delivery--Local School

™ Cchesive utilization of multiple special education
resources in large DoDDS schools

Formalizing of linkages between small school special
educational resources and education program administra-
rors' Educational Service Centers, or "district” units
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(support services, diagnostic work supervision, and
case study committee support)

® Use of the educational prescriptionist model in large
schools or school clusters to lessen the burden of
testing on direct service providers

L Examination of the increased use of informal and cri-
terion-referenced tests in educational decision making

Service Delivery--Region )

® Reconsider service delivery models to low incidence
handicapped children by clustering those children or
supporting private placement where clustering is not
feasible

® Reevaluate special education expertlse: role, and func-
tion at the regional level
5
® Implement policies to link local schools in cohesive,
consistent service delivery efforts {subregionaliza-
i tion, clusters, Educational Service Centers) across all
regions

e

® I.,.Reevaluate support. services in terms of access, avail-
ability, and procedural guldelines (particularly
occupational therapy, physical therapy)

L] Redirect Regional Offices to reemphasize being in tcuch
with local school needs N
L Develop guidelines for evaluating regional/subregional

{ - service delivery
;

Inservice
® Emphasis on: .
- Special educator as consultant
- Regular educator as support system o X

- Teaming
- PFunction of case study committee

o~

- Administrative role




Case Study Committee

. Clear delineation of roles
’ S

. Institution of case Manager construct systemwide .
. Greater emphasis on student/program match and links to

regular education
. tploration of possibility of pre-case study committee

¢ meeting to:
- Deformalize the process for parents by making the
process understandable in lay terms

- Organize for more effective delivery .
* Exam. sation of the role of counselor/special educator/ .

administrator as the case study committee chairperson, .
e Emphasis on record kKeeping within case study committee '

(e.g., minutes/summary of meetings)

Consistency of Program . .
° Regional impact on local service delivery . : s
) Consistent policies throughout DoDDS on identification

and service delivery
3 Use of subregional/district unit in consultative/super- . ,
visory role ' ' - I
. Consistent application of definitional frame of
reference (e.g., learning development/learnine dis-
abilities)

Low Incidence Handicapped

e Reevaluate policies, needs. and alternalives for ‘
appropriate service within unigque structure of
DoDDS

Military Role

P o Make the role of the military consistent in'assign-
" ment and transfer of families with special needs
children -
® Delineate more clearly on-line service cupability

by region/subregion of military medical resourcas

oLl
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Review the role of those providing linkage between
militafy community and the schools (principal/schools
officer/community commander)

Parent Advocacy

Examine whether schools {teachers) should assist in the
development of parent support groups where no formal
advocacy exists (as we know it stateside)

Program Implementation

L

S e =

Feasibility of computer-assisted IEP development to
aid consistency

Attempt to make parent participation more meaningful
by encouraging ongoing parent involvment

Reemphasis on “"present levels of educaticnal perfor~
mance" and learning style in programming decisions

Emphasis on case manager role
Emphasis on peer group compatibility in decision making

Emphasis on access to regular classroom in decision
making

Emphasis on student progress report in data base

Concerted effort to hire noncategorically trained or
cross-discipline trained personnel
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CHAPTER 5

TESTING AND EVALUATION

DoDDS engages in several evaluative activities designed to
strengthen the curriculum. These may be roughly divided into two
major groups: those that examine the quality of the educational
program delivered .o the students, and those that examine the
quality of ghe outcomes of instruction within DoDDS. The feature
that distinguishes the two ;i ~des of evaluation is that the former
seldom uses test information, while the latter is almost exclu-
sively concerned with results of standardized testing.

PROGRAM EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

o

Two activities produce evaluations of the curriculum

delivered to students: the school amncreditation reviews and the
Five-Year Curriculum Development Plan. The former provides DoDDS
with a comparison to established standards of performance
developed in cooperation with a large number of schools in the
United States, wnile the latter 1s the system's internal process
for curricular review and improvement.

School Accreditation

DoDDS has contracted with the North Central Association
[NCA] to accredit all of its schools {except those considered too
small--an enrollment of 150 or less). NCA serves this function
for a group of 19 states in the continental United States. NCA
sets standards in many areas, including pupil-teacher ratios,

school supplies, scrool facilities, administrative services.,
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teacher qualificatioris, and the adequacy of the comprehensive
program. .

when a school is under review, its staff is required to
prepaée a "self-study” of all the aspects of the school. This
usually takes a committee of several teachers and an adminis-
trator about one semester to develop. Then a site visitation
team of two stateside educators, along with educators from
schools within the same region and schools from other DoDDS
regions, spends several days on site cobserving classrooms and
interviewing gersonnel. At the end of the visit they prepare
written comments related to each ¢f their st;ndards which are
presented to the school and to the Regional Director, and
forwarded to the Office of Dependents Schools.

The school is then required to develop a plan to correct any
deficiencies noted. It must file an annual report that includes
an audit of the credentials of new or reassigned teachers which
descrives the progress made to rectify previously identified
oroblems. The cycle of self-study/visitation followed by annual
renorts is repeated every five years for secondary schools ani
elemedtary schools.

This accreditation activity assures the overall quaiity of
the educational offerings in DoDDS and their comparability to
those of stateside schools. Zach reviewed school obtains
insights into its operations, and the entire system benefits Zrom

having a reference group of states, districts, and schools %O use

for comparisons. (See, for example, DGDDS vS. NCA: How Do We

Really Compare? preparad by the Evaluaticn Branch of DoDDS.)
?
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School-level personnel that we interviewed, especially
teachers, were not very enthusiastic abtout the NCA process:,
however. Seventy-five percent of tnhe principals in our interview
sample had been involved in the self-studies and visitations, and
28 percent of them saw a significant benefit in the area of cur-
riculum review. ©f the teachers wWe interviewed only 15 percent
thought there was a benefit in the area of curriculum review.
Fifty-eight percent of the teachers saw no benefit, while 24
percent of the administrators indicated that the time required
was a liabiiity.

The NCA process is relativz:ly expensive. All of the TDY.for
the visitors to each school is paid by DoDDS. The decision to
_exempt. the smaller schools from review seems reasonable bhecause
of chis cost factor, and because of the amount of staff time chat
must be devoted to the preparation of the self-study and to the
site visit. However, DoDDS does need to determine an activity to
use in lieu of NCA accreditation so that all schools in the sys-
tem are reviewed p%riodically. We recommend that a local group
composed of parents and staff prepare a statement. evaluating the
school using NCA standards.

The Curriculum Development Plan

The Five-Year Curriculum Development Plan ensures that each
curricular area is reviewed svstematically. There are three
phases to this effort. 1In the first year of revie:, samples of
teachers, principals, parents, and students are surveyed to
determin. "Mat is effective and ineffective about the present

curriculum .n a given area (e.g., science). The regional
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coordinators for that subject area meet to review the survey
results and determine whether the curriculum guidelines should be
revised.

This survey process does have probiems. The samples of
respondents ére not probability samples--that is, they cannot be
weighted to give estimates that are statistically unbiased for
the population in question {(e.g., all elementary teachers in the
system). The schools are chosen to participate in a way that
minimizes the burden (at any one school) of responding to all the
survey instruments and other information requests that go to
samples of schools during the year. The sample chosen may be
capable of producing unbiased results, but. there is no way to
Xnow what weights would produce this ocutcome. In the most recent
evaluation of language arts, some regions sent back more gues-
rionnaires than were expected, while others sent back fewer.

Such events probably introduce additional biases for which an
appropriate adjustment 1s not Xnown.

Finally, the analysis of these data has teen performed by
outside contractors in the past because there was insufficient
hardware, software, and data analytic expertise in the Evaluation
‘Branch to perform the analyses at ODS. However capable the
outside contractors, they cannot be as responsive to gquestions
that would be raised in interactions between the Evaluation
8ranch and the curriculun coordina;or as an in-house data
analytic sitaff would be. dnce the outside contractor completed

the contracted-~for analyses., there was no opportunity to explore
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the data further. This situation will change as ODS acquires
computer hardware capable of dealing with the data bases involved
in these ;::Eies, and aéquires the necessary software and berson=
nel to perform these analyses.

The second Phase begins with the results of the surveys. a
broad selection of instructional materials offered by publishers
is made, using the criperion that they must cover the objectives
set out in the {revised) curriculum guides. These materials are
then pilot tested (usually for less than a full academic year) by
schools that volunteer for this activity. The pilot test focuse$s
on “ne ease with which teachers can use the materials in the
classroom; it does not include achievement. test data, Usually.
there are too few schools to provide valid indications of
ai fferential effects 1in any case. on the basis of this piloting,
a final selection of materials is made--about three to five texts
ang associated materials. It is then up to the teachers to make
the final selection of materials to be used in each school. In
the final phase of the plan, the selected materials are used to
implement. the curriculum. .

Because there 15 no pelicy requiring that all teachers in a
region agree to one text at a glven grade level, materials may be
heterogeneous within a region. While there is little evidence to
support a conclusion that children experience difficulties if
they change text ries from grade to grade or school to school,
we Ffound during our case study visits that some staff at all

levels wished there were more uniformity of selection.
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It could be argued that if all teachers were teaching
according to the DoDﬂS Scope and Seguence, it would. not matter
which texts were used because they all are presumed to céver the
curriculum adequately. However. we dis;overed a provlem with
this reasoning during the case study site visits. Some teachers
who changed schools within one region experienced diﬁficulties
accommodating to different science materials. . Apparantly .
publishers prepare very.different Xits of materials to use in
demongtrations: soﬁe have all the needed parts in clearly labeled
packages, while others regquire that some parts be found
elsewhere. Some teachers felt the demonstrations required too
much preparation time because of problems with the materials.

Because the initial curricular review studies are conducted
on samples. aﬁd because only a few schodls participate in pilotﬁ
ing, it is not surprising that only 22 percent of the teachers we
interviewed {and 23 percent of the principals) statei they had
peen directly involved in curriculum evaluation studies. On the
~ther hand, 73 percent of the principals said they received
results from the evaluations. and 75 percent. of these said they
report.ed the results to their faculty. However, 71 percent of
the teachers we interviewed said they had not personally reviewed
vhe results of program evaluations.

Teachers also participating in curriculum development also
reported that there was no clear procedure for monitoring change
in the curriculum. Thirty-nine percent of tnese teachers said

there was no monitoring or poor monitoring: and 29 percent said

rhere was onty informal monitoring of change: 15 percent reported

-
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formal evaluations: the remainder were uncertain of what was
done.

Although a majority of the surveyed principals (54 percent)
indicated that the Five-Year Curriculum Development. Plan was
either “moderately” or "very" useful, it seems that the largest
impact the process has is to direct the purchasing of new texts.
It is not clear that the results of the evaluation of the cur-
riculum reach the teachers in a manner that enables them to
analyze theé new texts and other materials to be sure that
instruction will cover all elements in the curriculum, in the
sequence specified by DoDDS.

Generally speaking. the Five-Year Curriculum Development
Planhpermits the selection of materials that meet the needs of
DoDDS students. Questions were raised, however, about having the
cycle pe the same length in all subject areas. It is not likely
that. the English curriculum Or math curriculum will change
fundamentally in the next several years, for example. The cycle
in these areas ¢ould be extended with the proviso that as micro-
computers become more available, supplementary "courseware"” in

thegse fields be reviewed systematically. The lengthened cycle

would permit more r iphasis on training DoDDS teachers to imple-

ment the Scope and Sequence from the texts they have chosen.
Another argument for lengthening the cycle can be made by
inspection of the timing of the cycle. When the cycle operates
as specified, teachers choose new materials in the third year,
then implement them for one year before the cycle starts again

with the review phase. It would be desirable to have a longer




period of implementation so that teachers could thoroughlY learn
the strengths and weaknesses of the materials prior to starting
the review procéss again.

In other areas, such as computer gcience., the curriculum
might reguire more frequent review and updating than even the
present five-year cycle permits., It might be prudent to imple-
ment. an alternative to the usual cycle in such areas. For
example., groups of teachers in the specialty could be designated
to monitor new developments and would have the authority to pilbt
new materials. They would be required to report on the effect-
iveness of these materials to all DoDDS teachers of that subject

through ODS.

EVALUATIONS OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

Testing is the most fully developed technology educators can
employ to assess student achievement. Tests can inform pupils
{and their parents) of their progress, they can help to place
students into homogeneous instructional groupings, they can be
used to assess the needs of students., and to evaluate instruyc-
tional outcomes. DoDDS employs many testing activities to lea?n
about. the achievements of its students. This section diSCusse;
achieve;ent tests mandated by the regions and by ODS as well as
some research-oriented testing activities in which DdDDS partici-

pates.

Regional and Systemwide Testing

Exhibit 3-1 shows the scope of “hese activities during the

school vyear 1982-33,




TESTS ' GRADES

i)
Metropolitan Readi- . 1
ness Tests [MRT]

Measure Skills
Important for Success
in Beginning Reading
and Mathematics

Systemwide Testing 4,6,7,
program (STP] - 2.11

Assess Basic
Skills in Reading
Language Arts
and Mathrematics

Compreiensive Tests 2-12
of Bas:ic Skills [CTBS]
Form U

Assess Basic Skills

in Reacing, Language 2,3
Arts, Mathematics, 5,8
scienc2, and Social

Studies 213141
g 5,8,10
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REGIONS

All DoDDS

All DoDDS

Germany-South

Mediterranean

Atlantic

EXHIBIT 5-1

SCHEDULE OF FALL TESTING IN DoDDs
SCHOOL YEAR 1982-83

TEST

DATES

First
2 Weeks
of School

Sept.
20-24

Sept.
20-24

Sept.
20~-24

Sept.
20~24




The Metropolitan Readiness Tests measure the abilities of
students at the start Of first grade. The t;sts are not intended
to measure the outcomes of the kindergarten curriculum. Their
primary use is to place] students into homogeneous instructional
groups in reading and th, to facilitete instruction in these
subjects.

The Systemwide Testing Program {STP) occurs in the fall in
grades 4, 6,-7,79, and 11. The test presently in use is prepared
to DoDDS specifications by a nationally recognized publisher of
standardized tests (CTB/McGraw~Hill). This test covers tha tasi~
sxills in reading, matnematics, and language arts and may be
scaled to national norms so that the results can e expressed in
a form permitting comparisons to the performance oOf stateside
schools and districts,

Germar./-South, the Mediterranean, and the Atlantic all
supplenznted the STP with tests at other grade levels and other
subject areas, Interestingly, the test they used, Form U of the
CTBS, is a parallel form for Form V of the CTBS, which was the
casis for the formation of the STP., Thus, in Germany-South there
seems to be considerable redundancy in the testing effort, with
the students taking both the STP and the CTBS in five grade
levels., Compressing this much testing into the same period as
other regions allotted to the STP alone may have had an influence
on the test scores from that region,

Obtaining information about student achievement at grade
revels not covered by the STP could make it possible to identify
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'curricular weaknesses or student needs more precisely than woulq
be possible with the STP alone. (In fact, the STP will soon ke
extendea to include grades two and three). However, we did not
find a region with a compréhensive plarn {(or guidance to schools)
for interpretation of these test results. |

The information about Other curricular areas (science,
social studiesf could be valuable to be sure that the entire
curriculum is addressed. A danger in any testing program is that
the test will imply a “"preferred curriculum" that will become the
focys of teacher efforts. Expanding the areas covered by the

tests is one way to assure that such a narrowing of focus does

not gccur.

We asked teachers and principals a number of questions about

the STP in our surveys and interviews. The data we report should
be treated cautiously because STP was in its first year of
implementation~~testing had been conducted, but reports had not
been received back at the schools at the time of our inquiries.
some of the teachers and principals may have responded with the
former system-wide testing program (Basic Skills Assessment
Program) foremost in mind. Others may have answered in terms

of their regional program of testing. Some may have felt
hesitant to give categorical responses because thev had not yet
experienced the STP. With éhese cautions in mind, we turn to

the results of our data collection activitiles.




The first area of interest is the STP training provided to
educators. DS Regulation 2000,6, Department of Defense
Dependents Schools Pupil Assessﬁ%nt.Policy, states:
Iv.C . . .Regicnal directors will develop
and conduct appropriate staff develop- .
ment and training programg to familia-
rize the professionai educators with
the assessment programs and approp-
riate interpretation of test results.
We asked principals about the implementation of this polipy and
found that B0 percent of our interview sample (39 principals) had
< | received training in interpreting and using the STP results.
Thirty of these principals gave further descriptions of the
training they had received:, and 73 percent of them said *° was in
the form of an inservice worxshop. O&hers reported a variety of
.
metnods, including individual consultation. ®
Nearly 70 percent of the principals interviewed said that
their teacHers ;lso received training in interpreting and usiné
> the STP results. Twenty-six of these principals déscridved this
| training in more detail, and 35 percent of them said it had been
~a formal wprkshop by regional pe}sonnel, while 19 percent said it
had been a formal workshop conducted by school personnel.
Twen#y-seven percent said that they had answered individual ques~-
vions apbout tne STP in an informal way (i.e., no formal training .
~#as provided). )
Teachers were also asked about the trailning tney received,

About 40 percent responded that they had received trainiang. This

figure is consistent with the fact thaz the STP is given in

.




about 40 percent of the grades. Teachers who had been trained

gave- descriptions of the training methods that correspondad to

those provided by the principals. A somewhat larger percentage
!

(52 percerit) of the teacher$ we interviewed indicataed that thay
had materials and guidelines from DoDDS to help them interpret »
test results. When asked to rate these materials, the teachers . ;
who had them gave a mean rating almost exactly at the mide-point

of tﬁe scalé, irdicating moderate satisfaction. Seventeen per- 1
cent-Said they were very satisfied. .

OQur data collection occurred before we could obtain data

about tﬁe effectiveness of the training provided in the uce apnd
interpretation of sTP results. We do believe, however, phat
"training needs should be exparded to iaore teachers in the system. ﬁy
veachers often change the grade levels at which they teach, and 4
ne& teachers come into the system cach year, so there will be.a
need to constantly repeat the ;raining. furthermore, the use of
the test results is probably not limited to the grade levels at
which they are given. Teachers of the grade levels tested need

to know hog to interpret the individual tést scores to the

parents with whom they will s@are the results, and how to use
those scores, along with other information, to form instructional .
groups in their classes. Teachers at other grade levels
(especiallv those who teach at the prior grade levels) need to
know how to use the results of the tests in reviewing the

curriculum. ’ e

[




The second question of interest has to do with the release

&

of information to pafents and the community. DS Regulation

Jd
2000.6 states that "individual pupil results of the assessments
shoulé be reported.to the Pupils, their parents, and their class-
room teachers." Data from the }9 principals we interviewed indi-

Lo

cated that nearly 80 pergent release the results of the testing
to the community. (Clearly, these data refer to previous prac-
tice: STP results were not yet ready for release.)

Ninety-seven percent of 30 principals who descrived the °
methods they used to communicate the results indicated that they
used individualized methods (e.g., sending reports home to the

¢
parents or having teachers hold parent conferences). while 27
percent indicated that they issued a newsletter reporting on the
school's overall perfQrmance. Teachers reported the same fre-
guency of use of individualized methods of communicating test
results. .

Teachers ace more likely than principals %o have to inter-
pret. the scores on the tests to students and parents, so we asked
them if they were able to do this. {Again, the responses should
be treated cautiously: teachers had not yet performed this
activity using the STP.) About 22 percent did not feel able to
maxe—these interpretations. Probably not all of these teachers
were in grade Jevels where the STP ‘was given, bdut these data
indicate a need for training to cover more teachers.

The tnird area of interest for the Comprenensive Study was

the use of the tests by teachers and principals. DobDS is
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relatively unusual compared to stateside school districts in
giving its tests in the fall only. Most stateside districts
orefer to test in the spring. Tests given at either time can be
used to assess the results of the preceding instruction and the
preparation of students for subseqguent instruction. But there
are cautions in regard to these usages, depending upon whether
one is testing in the fall or spring.

| Spring tests assess the outcoﬁe of pravious instruction to
£hat point. They reflect the influence of the instruction that -
has occurred since any prior test and can be used as a basis for
assessing the adequacy of the curriculum without accounting for
what. students will forget in the subsequent fall. Thus, they may
not be ideal for placing students in the fall, or for deciding
how prepared the students are for the next instructional units,
because students will forget at. different rates over the suﬁﬁe;.
A relat.ed problem occurs if there is a lot of student turnover
dur%ng the summer. Test scores may not exist for many new
students.

Fall tests assess the preparedness of students for the next
instructional units. If there is a lot of turnover Jduring the
summer, these tests provide the most compiete data on the
students for use in placing th&m into instructional-groupings.  —_..
Fall tests also depict the results of thé instruction that has
occurred since the previous testing, including the forgetting
that “ook place over the most recent summer. Without an
accounting of summer activities that might reinforce or diminish
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prior learnings, it may be hard to attribute the test scores to
the results of previous instruction. In addition, if many new
students are tested in the fall, their scores should be factored
out of the assessment of the instruction offered to students in
the previous year.

A particular problem with fal., testing 1ls assuming that
sometlling special needs tO be done in the grade level students
are entering to remediate apparent weaxnesses in .he fall test
profiles. The curriculum may already address these weaknesses,
and effort can e wasted in tryind to make speclal accommodation

for apparent Jdeficits. The Germany-South Regional Office

reported an experience like this where a fall testing (with the
CTBS) indicated a 3Jeficit and effort was put into planning a
remediation for the next year, only to find that the spring test
scores revealed no further deficit in that area.
Ne surveye?l principals and teachers c¢oncerning the uses of
¢ stem-wide tests in the schools. (The reader is again cautioned
f E that the data reported heve reilect experiences of teachers and
principals with previous testing programs, not 3TP,) Exhibits

. 5-2 and 5-3 indicate that the principals generally found the test

resuits to be more useful than teachers 1id. Probably the most

P —— interesting result.in this figure is that while two-thirds of the

t.eachers reported that the system~wide tests were not used

or were useful for one Or moreof several listed activities,

» one-=third did not.. Teachers 3o not receive reports lesigned for
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MODER-
VERY ATELY NOT NOT USED
AREA USEFUL USEFUL USEFUL AT ALL

—r——

curriculum and

instructional

planning in

clagsroom 10% 43% 23% 25%

communication
with Parents
about Their
children 15% 48% 17% 17%

communication T
with community/
Interest Groups 7% 40% 24% 29%

identification
of curricular
strengths and
Wweaknesses in
Classroom 17% 44% 20% 19%

placement and
grouping of
gstudents for
instruction 14% 38% 23% 24%

Identificatiou
of Students Who

Need Further
instruction 21% 44% 17% 18%

EXHIBIT S5-2

yTILITY OF SYSTEMWIDE TESTS AS
REPORTED BY TEACHERS
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MODER-
VERY ATELY NOT NOT USED
AREA USEFUL USEFUL USEFUL AT ALL

Curriculum and

Instructional

Planning in

Classroom 32% 56% 7% 5%

Communication

with Parents

about Their

Children 53% 39% al 2%

Commur ication
with Comnunity/
Interest Groups 37% 49% 10% 43

Identification
of Curricular
strengths and
Weaknesses in
Classroom 30% 1% 6% 4%

placement and
Grouping of
students for
Instruction 27% 44% 213 8%

identification
of students Who
veed Purther
Instruction . 9% . 463 10% 43

UTILITY OF SYSTEMWIDE TESTS AS
REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS
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dissemination to the community or interesF groups, so their lgwer
ratings of this use are not surprising. The fact that 48 percent
of them report that the tests are not useful or not used in
curriculum and instructional planning in their classrooms, and
nearly 40 percent gave the same ratings to using the tests to
identify curricular strengths or weaknesses in their classrooms,
indicates that one major use may not have bee.l addressed in the

. training for teachers. Again, because the STP is so new, we
could not determine whether teachers would find it easier or
narder to use for this purpose than the tests used previously.

Apparently ,one of the major problems/%ith the previous

systenwide testing was the untimely retdrn of results. Fifty-

five percent of the teachers we intefviewed indicated that tne -~

results of the tests came back twd late to be useful. This is
another problem with fail tesXing. Spring testing allows the
tes* results to be processéd during the summer session so they
can be ready for use i the fall,. When.the test is Jgiven in the
fall, it has to be grocessed very rapidly (increasing the chance
for undetected efrors to crop up) in order to be of use to
teachers and principals in “he field. Since STP results were
arriving At the schools in mid- to late-November, some instruc-
tiona) time passed before the tests could influence curriculum
review or student placementé.

Another factor that influences the utility of test data is

the match between the curriculum and the content of the test.
STP is designed to reflect the objectives of the DoDDS curricu-

lum. But data from our survey indicate that 70 percent of the
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téachers stat2 that the match between the test and the curriculum
is good; thirty percent do not. Again, this must be interpreted
with caution. The testing with STP had taken place, so teachers
Wwho gave the test were familiar with the content. Some of the
negative responses could be reflections of pProblems with the
prior testing system; others co@ld re flect teachers' feelings
that the concentration on reading, mathematics, and language arts
did no*t represent the full curriculum sufficiently well. At this
»oint 1n time, we can only treat these data with a caution flag.
DoDDS should devote additional effort vo assessing whether
reachers continue to perceive a mismatch petween tne STP and the
curriculum, and why. Achieving a greater conscrnance between the
W0 will make the test. results more useful to the educators in
the system.

In additiion to the systam-wide tests, teachers were asked

apout tests they used in their individual classrooms. Fifty-

r

hiree percent of those surveyed indicated thah they used reading

.

achievement/placement  tests, and 45 percent indicated that they
vsed the reading tests that accompany +exhts. when teachers were
interviewed about how they assessed individual students, 60
percent said they used teacher-made tests: 50 percent reported
using observations: 39 percent used standardized tests; and 32
percsant reviewed each student's school work. OJoviousiy, many of
these teachers used these methods 1n varinus combinations.

It is clear that student testing and avalua:sion ar=2 impor-

4

sant activities of “eachers in the DoDDS system. Ia view =& this
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fact, we éurveyed teachers concerning their perceived needs for
inservice training in the areas of testing and evaluation.
Thirty-three percent of the respondents rated their need as being
either four or five on, a five-point scale (five indicating high
néed). We feel that this is a need that DoDDS should address
systematically through a program of inservice training.

DoDDS Participation in Research Studies

DoDDS can obtain additional information about the éerform-
ance ©f 1ts schools by part@cipating in studies that originate in
the United States and have a national scope and purpose. Two
such studies that DoDDS has participated in are the National
Assessment Of Educational Progress [NAEP] and the High School and
Beyond Study [HSB].

MAEP is an attempt to indicate how students at various grade
levels perform on tests that are usually geared to practical
performance of tasks involving basic skills, or to knowledge of
facts about the operation of American institutions (such as the
legislative, judicial: and executive branches of the government).
NAEP tests samples of students in several areas and repeats these
assessments from time to time, providing a basis for longitudinal
comparisons of data about particular curricular areas. NAEP uses
highly standardized forms and testing procedures to assure this
comparability across time and across regions of the country.

DoDDS has participated in the NAEP writing assessment and
has also borrowed some of the items from NAEP for administration

r

to its own students, in order to provide curriculum needs




assessment. data or to form a basis for comparing DoDDE students
to stateside students. When needs assessment purposes wure
sarved, DoDDS did not use the identical test form Or manner Of
presentation, so the data are not exactly comparable. towever,
they do provide a reasonable benchmark to DoDDS, and we would
encourage DODDE to continue to use these tests.

The Hdigh School and Beyond Study (initiated in 1980) is a
companion to ;he earlier (1972) National Longitudinal Study. . The
goal of these two studies 18 to track conorts of students from
their senior year of high school through their early adulthood.
In addition, the High School and Beyond Study includes a survey
of sophomores wihio were :o be followed up as seni?rs and then
tracked into early adulthood. In addition to collecting data on
about 28,000 seniors and 30,000 sophomores, the study team
~gathered data on the schools and on some of the families of these
student.s.

| DoDDS replicated the student assessment in its own sZhools
out dié not collect any of the related school or family data.
The information collected on students consists of more than 600
data elements representing scores on a varliety of aptitgﬁe angd
achievement tasts, packground on sociceconomic status, homewgrik
~ané TV watching habits, aspirations, and the curriculum the
students were exposed to in high school. This 1s a rich data
vase and the only one in which all of these data are available
for voth stateside and DoDDS students. Chapter & reanalyzes some

of these data to indica“e how DoDD3S education &iffers from tnat

of stateside schcols.
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Participation in these activities gives DoDDS important
opportunities to compare the performance of its students‘to their
stateside pPeers. Unfortunately., the lack of computer hardware,
software, and knowledgeable personnel in ODS has Pprecluded
secondary analysi: of this data in the past. The repository for
the ,00DS data files 1is the Defense Managemént Data Center which
malntains the working files to be used when called upon by the
Evaluation Branch of DoDDS. Current acquisition of software and
trained personnel will provide secondary analysis capability.

while the new computer systems recently acquired by DoDDS
should be capable of dealing with the.DoDDS part of the High
School and “eyond data base. DoDDS probably cannot be expected to
deal with the stateside data base. We understand that DoDDS is 3
planning to contract out some additional studies of the High

School and Beyond data. notably the first follow-up to the 1980

data collection, which occurred in 1982. It 1is important that

this activity be fully funded and supported by DoDDS.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

. Accreditation by NCA should be continued. DoDDS must
decide how to treat small schools in the system so
that they are given systematic and periodic review of
a similar nature.

° The Five~Year Curriculum Development Plan should be
continued. However, some consideration should be given
to lengtheniny the cycle for such stable curricular
areas as English and mathematics. ;For subjects such as
computer science, an alternative mgchanism might be
more appropriate to ensure that cuyriculum in this
field ie kept up to date.

‘
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The Systemwide Testing Program should also be
continued, but due consideration should be given to
changing the testing date to the spring. wWe helieve
this would make the results much more timely and
useful to educators.

The fact that some regions are testing in other cur-
ricular areas might indicate that there is a system-
wide desire for more information about performance in
science and social studies. Consideration should be
given to making these tests systemwide but not neces-
sarily annual. However. a decision on this also must
address the transient student population served oYy
DoDDS.

:More inservice training on both the evaluation of
curriculum and the interpretation and use ©f test
scores is needed. This should be initiated as an DJDS-
sponsored and direscted effort to be sure that it is
applied uniformly across all regions.

DoDDS should continue to use items f£rom the National
Assessment of fducatiopal Progress to provide
benchmarks agains:t whidh to compare their students.

DoDDS should continue to fully fund participation i
the High School and Beyond Study to opbtain the full
penefits of participation in this major nationwide

assessment Of the curriculum of high schools.

-
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CHAPTER 6

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT AND ATTITUDES

This chapter of the report assesses the achievement and

attitudes of students in DoDDS schools. The vehicle for this

assessment is a comparison of DoDDS students to their stateside
counterparis. To accomplish this comparison we rely on data
collected in a large-scale study of high school sophomores angd
seniors known as "High School and Beyond.” This is the only
source of information that contains Jata about the achievement
and attitudes of high school students as well as background
information about. their academic programs and their families.
Using these data, we can ~corn§a:‘e high school students in DoDDS to
stateside students wnile contronlling for the various background

factors.

THE DATA BASE

High School and Beyond is a major loagitudinal study of the
sophomores and seniors enrolled in the nation's high schools in
the spring of 1980, It is being conducted for the National Cen-
ter for Education Sﬁatistics by the National Opinion Research
Center. A total of 58,270 students in 1,015 stateside schools
were sampled and 638 pieces of informaticn were recorded for each
one. 1In a pafallel effort, the Department of Defense Dependents
Schools used the same student-level instrumentation to sample a ' 'ﬂ
total of 3,107 studengs in 60 of the high schools in the system.

Follow-up data collection is presently being conducted with
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students from both of these samples in order to examine what
haprens to students as they progress through:. and leave., high

school.,
: AW

The comparisons to be reported jin this section deal ‘with the
seniors in the two samples. This permits us to compare studénts
with,;he greatest exposure to DoDDS and statesi?e schools, we‘
have limited the selection of seniors in the gtateside sample to
those who were attending public gchools in the sbPring of 1980,
W@ will concentrate on the two largest sub=~3jroups in both of the
samples: students who were in either general or acadenmic
orograms. There were too few students sampled from DoDDS schools
who were 2nrolled in vocational Progurams tO permit accurate

comparisons 0 the stateside data.

OVERVIEW OF THE PRESENTATION

The results will be presented by sub-group. Within each
presentation we will examine some of the background'characteris—
tics of the students, their opportunities to be exposed to
instruction in various courses. their scores on tests of achieve-
mént. and their attitudes, In the last part of this <haptser we
examine the relationsnips of background characteristics and
exposur=2 =0 instruction to achiavement and contrast the DoDDS
sample of students in academic Programs O the statesile sample

o0f such students.
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SENIORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS--BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS
Exhibits 6;1 and 6-2 show that stateside and DoDDS seniors
in academic programs differed in several salient background char-
acteristics. The two populations have about the same proportions
of men, DoDDS has a smaller proportion of blacks, but higher pL -
portions of Asian.and other (probably mostly hispanic) studegts.
DoDDS seniors had enrolled in about equal proportions in each
prossible category {grade 9 includes students wha enrolled prior
to grade 9), while the majority of stateside seniors had enrolled
prior to or during the 10th grade. DoDDS seniors were living =;f
with both parents more often than their stateside counterparts.
DoDDS seniors reported that they werz2 more involved with the
testing than their stateside counterparts {indicating both that g
they were involved in the tests and that they rarely thought of o

other things durinc the testing period).

DoDDS seniors in academic programs were pf slighottly bigher
socioecononic status [SES], did slightly less homeuark, watched |

less TV, and were a bit older than their stateside peers. These

differences were not statistically significant.

SENICRS IN ACADEMLC PROGRAMS~-~COURSES COMPLETED

Exhibit 6-3 shows that DoDDS senicrs in acadgnic programs
completed more courses in mathematics, English 6r literature, EURN
history or social studies, and science than did stateside seniors
in such prcgcamé. This 1s evidence that, in general, DoDTS

students are not penalized by limited access to courses. y




ESTIMATED FERCENTAGES
OF SENIORS
IN EACH CATEGORY

VARIABLE CATEGORIES - DoDDs STATESIDE

Sex Male 51.6% 48.7%
Female 48.3 51.3

Race white 82.2 84.4
Black 6 7 1Lk.0
Asian S
Other S
American Indian

a
L]

grade of 9 {or earlier)
gEnrollment - 19

at. This 11

School 12

Darants None
at Home one
Both

involved No
with Testing

L.

Any difference in the percentages rgpor@ed by DoDDS srateside
respondents that exceeds 5 percent 18 significant at the o =

level.

-

EAHIBIT &-1

DERCENTAGED BACKGROUMND CHARACTERISTICS OF
IORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS
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DoDDS STATESIDE

STANDARD STANDARD
"VARIABLE ’ © 7 DEVIATION - MEAN - - ~DEVIATION
SES 7.0 2.2 6.8
Homework 1.2 5.3 1.3

TV Watching 4.2 1.7

Age .6

The homework scale is from 1 {no nhomework) to 7 (more than
means 1 to 3 hours pear weex,

a
week, and a value of 6 means 5

10 nours per week}. A dalue of
value ¢f 5 means 3 to 5 hours pe
to 10 hours per week.

A
L
r

The TV watching scale is from one (Don't watch TV) to seven
(five or more hours per day). A value of two means less than one
hour per day: a value of three means between One and twe hours
per day, and a value of four means between two® and *hree hours
per day.

SES is a composite variable made up of indicators of the
income and educational levels in the household as well as
indicators ©f whether or nut certain items were present in che
household.

Standard Qeviations for the DoDDS sample are weighted esti-
mates that do not aczount for design effects. Separate analyses
showed that design effects were very small in the DoDDS version
of the High School and Beyond Study. These estimates are
believed to he conservative because theY are uncorrected £or the
fact that daca were collected on roughly 25 percent 4f the DODDS
seniors. .

Except for TV watching and age. the differences between
stateside and DoDDS averages fall within 95 percent confidence
bands-around-zerO. . — ..

EXHIBIT 6-2

AVERAGE BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF
SENIORS 1M ACADEMIC PROGRAMS

6-5
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YEARS COMPLETED

! .1 oR LF3s 1.5 *a. 2.5 3 OR MORE.

Mathematics S
DoDDS 6% 40% 54%
Stateside 123 35% 53%

English or Literature

DoDDS 0% 4% 265
Stateside 1% 10¢ 89%

History or Social Studies

. DoDCS 1% 47% 52%
Stateside 9% 173 44% v
Science
tolrs . 113 45% 443
Stateside 22% 36% 42%
EXHIBIT 6-3 .

PERCENTAGES OF DoDDS AND STATESIDE SENIQORS -
IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS
COMPLETING DIFFERENT NUMBERS QF
YEARS IN VARIOUS SUBJECTS




Exhibit 6-4 compares the percentages of DoDDS and stateside
seniors in academic programs who took coirses of special impori-

ance to college-bound students. The DoDD5 seniors take these

2 B
> courses more often, witn the exception of irigonometry and
calculus. The major differences are in the propensity to take
foreign 'anguages, physics, and more than three years of English
("'\.

or literature. The reported percentages for foreign languages

- are probably underestimates of both the DoDDS and stateside true
percentages. The reason is that the instrumentation for High
School and 3Beyond only ingquired aﬁout Frencn, German, and .
Spanish. Many nhigh schools offer other languages, such as
Russ’an or Latin. It is nossible that the underestimate is more
severe in the DoDDS population because DoD nigh schools may offer
an even greator variety of languages than would high schocls in
the U.S. due to the importance of the host-nation programs.

While it is important that DoDDS senliors have more eXposure
to each of these courses than their stateside counterparts, it is
also important to see whether they are able to take pa;terns of
courses that are required for admission to colleges or univer-

sities. The higher mobility of DoDDS students might lead to

situations in which a student would miss the first in a seguence

of courses and pe unable to finish the entire sequence. This
would make it less likely tha* students would take a pattern of
courses that would qualify them for admission to colleges or

universities.




COURSE STATESIDE
More Than Three 26.4%
Years of English

or Literature

At Least One

Year of a
Foreign Language

Two or Morse
Yearsg of a
Foreign Language

Jeometry

ilgebra II

Trigonometry

Caicrulus

Chemistry

Phvsics

Differences between DoDDS and stateside percentages that exceed 5
percent are significant at the .05 level,

EXHIBIT 6-4

SENIORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS:
PERCENTAGE TAKING SPECITIC COURSES
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A major re-examination of entrance requirements is currently
underway at most c9lleges and universities (McCurdy, 1982). For .
the most Part:. the entrance requirements are being raised tco
assure that entering Zfreshmen will be capable of doing college-
level work. Two such standards were used in the following inves-
tigation. While not "universal," they provide a good benchmark
against which to compare DoDDS and stateside students. The Zirst
standard comes from the California State University system. It
requiras four years 0f college preparatory English and two years

prepavratory mathematics and is scheluled to become

for the fall of 1984 (when students who 2are now in
grade 11 will be 3mitted as freshmen). At issue is the defini-
tion of "college preparator¥,” as most entering California fresh-
men have f:ur courses of English and two in mathematics. Accord-
ing to #cCurdy {1982}, the hope 1s that by maxing the reguirement
firm, high schools wil: assure “hat students take solid courses.
Fer the parpose of this presentations, it was assumed “hat 2
senior witn more than three years in English or literature and
elther geometry or algebra II would meet the course reguirement
for admission to the California State University system. (Sepa~
rate analyses show that nearly all of these students tock algebra
I, and it was unlikely that a student would take trigonometry or
calculus without having both geometry and algebra II.) Applying
these criteria to the DoDDS and stateside samples resuited in the
estimate that 38 percent of DoDDS seniors in academic programs

would meet the reguirement, compared wo Only 23 percent of their

6-9
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stateside peers. Thus the advantages in courses taken DY “he
DoDDS students, especially in English or likeraturea combine
yield a substantially 1arger vercentade of students who meet
requirement.

The second entrance reguirement is taken from the (more
selective) University of Cal. ornia system. The requirement
consists of four years of college preparatory Epnglish, threé
years of college preparatory iathematics. cne year 9f laboratory
science, one vear of history, and two years of foreign language.
It alsc mandates that at least 7 of the total of reqguired
units (including elactives! te taken in the last 2 vears of high
school. This reguirement is £2 %e in effact £3r the selecticn of
fresnuzn to enter in 1986 {i.e., it will affect% students now
enrolled in ninth graée}.

Because: as Ziscussed earlier, the number of seniors with
two years of 8 foreign languags is probably underestimatead, :hené
will e a corresponding underss:timate oI the nunber of students
meeting thne University of California admission requirement. In
addition, the High School an2 2eyond Study only inguired about
chemistry and physics., although many aigh sc?oo}s offer a labora-
tory course ian biologf. This will alsc produce underestimates of
the “rue p~oportions who would‘meet this entrance reguirement.
Data from the Sollow=-up of the sorhomores of 1980 will provide
better estimates because these students were asked about bioclogy

and other foreign languages. Nevertheless, we balieve the data

about 1980 seniors provide a useful and interesting comparison.




e

For tne purposes of this presentation, students were counted
_as meeting the regquirement if they took more than three years of
English or literature, at least one Year of history., both geo-
metry and algebra II, either chemistry or physics, and‘at least
two VYears of a foreign language. Applying this reguirement to
the 2 samples resulted in an estimate that 17 percent of the
DoDDS seniors 1n academic programs would satisfy the requirement,
compared to only 7 percent of their stateside counterparts. 1In
addition to the fact that these are certainly underestimates, it
shouldé be remembered that reguirements of this stringency were
not c¢commonplace in 1980. Students may not have been planning
programs Of this type at that tinme.

DoDDS should be sure to replicate these an§IYSes with the

obtained from the follow-up of the sophomcres of 1980,

In order to examine further the influence of the mobility of
DoDDS ser.iors on their course-taking patterns, we can determine
how the grade of enroilment influences the likeiihood of meeting
+he two entrance reguirements given above. This enables us to
say whether a transfer of schools has an influence on the
student's capacity to put together an appropriate college
preparatory curriculum.

Another is-ue of concern to DoDDS is the capacity of smaller
high schools to deliver an appropriate college preparatory curri-

culum. DODDS high schools are, on the whole, smaller than their

stateside counterparts. DoDDS' Evaluation Branch reported (DoDDS

vs. NCA, How Do We Really Compare?, 1981) that the average DoDDS

) Ll 6"11
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highk school had about 506 students compared with an NCA {North
Centrél Association] average of 931. Only South Dakota had a
smaller average school sizs among the NCA states. ToO measure
size, we used the number of seniors enrolled in 1979-80. Three -
categories were formed: small, having fewer than 40 seniors
enrolled (33 percent 02 the schools fell into this category):
medium, having ;enior anrollments between 40 and 100 (38 per-
cent): and large, having more than 100 seniors enrolled (28
perzent).

Models were filtted chat 2xamined the relationship of the
size ¢ scheol, the grade 2f enrollment. amd zheir interaction to
the likelihood of meeting the two entranie reduirements given

-

acove. Statistical analyses indicated that the interaction of
the size and g}ade 0f enrollment was significant at the .005 @s
level, Exhibits 6~3 ang 6~6 illustrate the very nowerful
interactions of school size and grade of enrolilment indicated by
tha analysis.

additionai data analysis rewvealed that <he sample Irom One
large school had a very large proportion of scudents entering as
sophomores who did not meet either entry.requirement. The, eli-
mination of these data did not remove the interaction of school
size by grade of enrollment ragarding admission to the University
of Califo.nia, but did remove it as a factor in #redicting admis-
sion to the California State Universities. In the latter model,

both the effact 0f size and that for grade of enrollmen: were

significant at the .05 level.

2173
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SIZE OF SCHOOL y
ATTENDED GRADE ENRO)LED AT THE SCHOOL ATTENDED AS A SENIOR

A A SENIOR 97H GRADE 10TH GRADE 11THGRADE  12TH GRADE

sSMaLL B % 84 % 36 % 24 %
fLass than 40 ssmors)

MEDIUM 47 % : 22 %
140 to 100 semors)

LARGE
tvlore than 100 serors)

oy
o

SCHOOL
4.

5]
o

1.3
o

LARGE

SMALL
Stateside Average (23 %} MED'UM

e
© o

o

g 10 11 12
GRADE ENROLLED AT THE SCHOOL ATTENDED AS A SENIOR

PERCENTAGE MEETING RENUREMENT
w
=

EXHIBIT 656

DoDDS SENIORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS: PERCEMTAGE OF STUDENTS MEETING
THE ADMISSION CRITERIA FOR THE CALIFOHiIA STATE UNIVERSITIES
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SIZ€ OF SCHOOL
ATTENCED : £ ED AT TH H g AS A SEN
AS A SENIOR ATH GRADE 10TH GRADE 11TH GRADE 12TH GRADE

SMALL 18% 3 8%
iLess ™an 40 senors)

MEDIUM
{40 to 100 semors)

LARGE
JMore than 100 semors)

SCHOOL
S1gs

LARGE

MaLL
MEDIUM

Stataside Average {79%)

i L1 1 i
9 10 1 12

-
z
Wl
=
o
3
=
W
=
Q
£
=
uwl
Wl
=
wl
Q
o
-
4
uwl
(=}
«
bl
Qu

GRADE ENROL _ED AT THE SCHOOL ATTENDED AS A SENIOR

EXHIBIT 6-6

DoDDS SENWIRS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS: PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS MEE(ING
THE ADMISSION CRITERIA FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
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Despite the interaction effect, we can offer a general
interpretation of these results. There is a trend for the per-
centzge of seniors meeting either admission requirement to tend
downward towards the stateside averags the longer the students
spend in stateside schools before entering DoDDS schools: for
all size categories of scheols:, students who enter DoDDS as
seniors are less likely to meet the requirements than those who
enter in the freshmen vear or eaélier- Except for the unex-
plazined data <or students eﬂfering iarge schools as sophomores,
thera is a general tendency for large séhools Lo enrsll students
who are more likely to meet the admission reguirements.

* 1s not ¢lear whether these eZfects ar~ due to unexplained
biases in the allocation of students to schools of AifZerent
sizes: or to e¢ffscts of the schools themselves. &;nce the per-
centages for students with the longest exposure to DoDDS (those
wnu entered in *he niath grade or earlier} show little variation,
we assume that the necessary cnurses are available at "all
schools. It may be that the largest schools can be more flexible
in providing courses for later-arriving studencs than can small
or medium-sized schools and that this explains the differentials
sbserved among stucents whe entered in grades 1]l or 12. Or, it

may be that the larger schools received students in those Years

who were alrzady better prepared. This data base cannot dis-

entangle these vossibllities for us.
L]
This analysis raises questions for policymakers in DoDDS:

Is there & problem in smaller schools in accommedating the

6-15




transient student who wants to continue to develop a college pre-
. paratory pattern of courses? Are there similar gproblems faced by
students returning é; the U.S. from CoDDS schools? DoDDS should
examing samples of transcripts and investigate “he offerings of
schools of Qifferent sizes to determine whethier the problem is

school based or is merely a matter of different cohorts of

stadents being assigned to the different schools. Foilow-up of

DoDDS students in the United States {e.g., the High School and

3eyond 3ophomore Follecw-Up) would permit DoDDS to assess wherher

students had grodbiems zn transfer hack to the states.

SENIORS IN ACADIMIC PROCRAMS-~-ATTITUDES

EZxhibits 6~7 and 6-8 shqw that DoDDS seniors in academic
programs differed dnly slichtly from the@r statesiie Deers on
several measures of .ut-itude obtained as part of the High School
and Bevond Study. Stataside seniors feif thac discipline was

more effective and that their schools nad more school spirit.

SENIORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS~-ACHIZVEMENT TEST SCORES

gxhinit 6~9 shows that DoDDS seniors ia ,2cademic programs

outscored their stateside pegﬁs on the achievement and ability

L 3

' measures used in the #igh Scheol and Beyond Study.* Given their
additional amounts of schooling as measured Y the numbers of

courses completed, this should not ve surprising, however. At

*

/

-

- -~
*There were two other tests of aiility: Mosaic Comparisons and
Picture-Number matches. There i8S reason to believe that the
testing conditiovns fQr these instruments were hot. equivalent in
all schools, however,

»
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SSTIMATED PERCENTAGES OF SENIORS
THAT WOULD RESPOND EITHER
“GOOD" or “EXCELLENT"

N, 3 . RATING OF DoDbS STATESIDE
. Teacher Interest 57.9% 61.8%
’ ¢ 1in Students

Effectivenass 38.4%% 47.2%
of Discipline

Jalrness Of 43.2%
Discipline

School Spirit : 58.4%

Differences botween DoDDS and stateside percentages that exceed 5
percent a“e significant at the .03 level.

» EXHIBIT 6-7

SENIORS 1IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS:
SCHOOL-RELATED ATTITUDES

6-17
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DoDDS STATESIDE

STANDARD ' STANDARD
VARIMABLE . CEVIATION DEVIATICN

Self Concept o T2 6.9
tocus of Control 9 7
Work Atrtitude . 6.2
Family Attitude

Community Artivude

B These measures are scalzad composites of other variables that
ware crzated by.the High School and Beyond Study téam. We Nave
multiplied the scales bty 10 but o:harwise have lefxn the direction

-of the--scales as they were originailv., SelZ concept is scalad
negativaly~-higher necative values mean more positive self
soncept. Locus of control is scalsd such that more positive
values mean greater feelings that tne individual can influence
his or har own destiny. Workx atticude has to do with the
inportance ¢f having a job and making monev.

The estimated standard deviation for the LCoDDS sample is
beliaved to be conservative ‘s2e note to Exhibit 6-2).

All differences between stateside and DoDDS means fall
within 95 percent confidence bands around zero.

FIGURE 6-8

SENIORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS:
GENERAL ATTITUDES
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DoDDS STATESIDE

STANDARD STANDARD
. ~ TEST MNAME MEAN DEVIATION ﬂE&E DEVIATION
] Vocabulary Part I 9.63 3.26 8.82 3.25
(Maximum = 13)
Vocabulary Part II 7.73 2.60 6.80 2.58
{Maximum = 12)
Reading 14,20 3.44 12,90 3.90
(Maximum = 20)
Mathematics Part I 13,52 4,33 18,44 4,52
(Maximum = 23)
. Mathematics Part I £,99 1.53 4.20 1.62
(Maximum = 7) :
Visualization 9.54 3.20 8.49 3.24
e~ in Taree Dimen--_: . . _ _ S
sions 3

{Maximum = 16€)

For each of the tests, the difference petween the [oDDS and
stateside means is significant at the .03 level,

EXHIBIT 6-9

. SENICORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS:
SCORES ON ACJIEVEMENT AND ABILITY TESTS

6~-19
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the gonclusion of the next part of this seqtion, which deals
with seniors in general programs, we will present the results of
analys;s showing the relationships among background characteris-

(}E ’ tics and schooling on the one 1and, and the achievement and atti- )

tude outcomes on thne other,

SENIORS IM GENERAL PROGRAMS-~-BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

txhipbit 6-10 shows that DoDDS and stateside seniors in
general prograws diffar on several background characiteristics.
The DabDLS poPulaQion has higher proportions of Asians 3nd others. -
DODDS seniors in general programs are more lLikely to hava toth b
parents living at hcme. Onc2 again, much largsr percentages of
CoDDS seniors enrolled at treir currant sQrool in gradas Lli or 12
rather than earlier. DoDDS seniors were more likely to reporc

veing iavolved in the testing carried ouz " the Hizh School and

———— - - Bevend Study {indicating both- that they were invoived in the

£ |

tests and that they rzrely chought of other things during the

~esting period).

i

xhibit 6-11 shows that 20DDS seniors have siighsly nigher ’

socioceqoncomic status [388], did as wuch homewort sagh waeky

watched less TV, and were tje same age as thelr stateside peers,
Comparing all seniors in general programs (Exhibits 6-10 and

6-1".) to seniors in acaderic programs (Zxhipits 6-1 and 6~2). it

is clear that the differences between the two program groups are

much greater than the differencges between DoDbDS students and

stateside students. Seniors in general Programs are much more




ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES
OF SENIORS IN EACH CATEGORY

YARIAELE CATEGORIES DoDDS CONUS
I Sex Male 53.6% 50.0%
7 ) Female 46.4% $0.0%
Race White 82.1% 83.6%
. Brack 8,2% 11.7%
Asian’ 2.5% 1.0%
Other 8.5% 2.7%
Ameriqan Indian 0.7% 0.9%
Zrade % 9 4.1% 29.,25%
Tarollment 10 3L.43% 30.9%
ac This 1 22.8% 5.9%
School -2 20.7% 4.0%
Parents None 4.2% 6.,3% o
at Home Ine 20.6% 25.2%
Both 75.2% 68.5%
Involve? No . 56.7% 06.45%
with Testing Yes $3.3¢ 33.6%
(N=671) (N=7,843)

Differences between Dt US and stateside percer.tages exceeding 4
percent are significant at the .05 level.

EXHIBIT 6-10C

PERCENTAGED BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF
SENIORS IN GENERAL PROCRAMS
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JERIC

e |

STATESIDE

STANDARD STANDARD
VARIABLE ! CEVIATION MEAN DEVIATION

CES 5,

1

Homewo Lk

TV Watching

omewsrX scale is Zrom L {: =
waeak)., A walue of 4 = K wasl, a
2ans 3 to 3 nCcurs per Wael : means S
ver wesax.

o

e

-
=
e

la WU
(7]

i

7V watching scale is from 2ne {(doa't wa=ch TV) to seven

more nours per day). A value of two means lass =han one
heur zer day, a value I three ageans tetween 2ne and wwo hours
ver day, znd a value of Iour means rtewween wwo a2nd thrae ours
rer day.

SES is a conposlices variable made up oI indicators
income and 2d4ucational lavel. in the hRouseholl as well 1ndl ors
22 whether ovr not certain itams wsere presant i1n the aouseh .

Standard deviations rfor the DoDDS sample are weighted esti-
mates that do not aceount for Jdesign effacts. Separate analyses
showed that Sesign effects were wvery small in the DoDDE wersion
of the High School and Beyond 3:tudy. These estimates are
believed to he conservative becaus: they are uncorrected for the
fact that-data 'were collacted on roughly 23 percent of che DoDDS
seniors.

The differerce oetween .eans for TV watching is significant
at Jthe .05 level. Other differences are not statistically
gsigqnificant. :

EXHIBIT 6-~-11

AVERAGE BACKCGROUND CHARACTEIRISTICS OF
SENIORS I GENERAL PROGRAMS




likely +o com' ¥rom lower socioceconomic £f£amily backgrounds, do

less Momawork, and watch more TV.

ENIORS IN GENERAL PROGRAMS-~COURSES COMPLETED

Exhibit 6-12 shows that DoUL3 seniors in general programs
tended to complete Mo.e courses in basic subjects than their
stateside peers. The largest differances were Zor history or
social studies and English or literature. Fxhibit 5-13 shows -
that CoDDS seniors took mcre courses in foreign languages and |
more 0f the advanced mathemaztics and science geurses than stace-
side seniors. This 2dds up t0 2 more solid academic program for
“he typicel DoODDS senior in a genexal program.

Assuming that students in general programs &id not genarally
intend to seeX admission t¢ selective universities. but might
have wishad to be aimitted «o a state college, we looked at the
likelinood that these studants would meet the newly promulgazed
admissions standard for the California State University systiem.
™wenty~six percent of the DoDDS senioré in gereral braograms would
qualify by this standard, compared to only 12 percent of state-
side students. In fact, a greater proportion of the DoDDS
seniors in general programs than of stateside seniors in academic

programs would gqualify using this standard.

SENIORS IN GENERAL PROGRAMS-~ATTITUDES

Exhibits 6-14 and 6-~15 show that there are small differences
between the two groups of seniors in their attitudes. The lar-

gest difference, echoing one found among the seniors in acadenic

=23



YERR] TOMPLETED
1l or LESF L.os 20 2.3

Mathematics

DoDDS
Stateside

English or Literature

DoDDS
Srateside

History or Social Studies

DoDDS
Stareziia

Sciance

DoDDS
5-atesids

EXHIBIT 6-12

PERCENTAGES OF DoDDS AND STATESIDE SENIQRS
IN GENERAL PROGRAMS COMPLETINC DiFFERENT
NUMBERS OF YEARS IN VARIQUS SUBJECTS
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ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES OF POPULATIONS
1AKING EACH COURSE

COURSE DoDDS STATESIDE ;
More Than Three Years 39.2% 25.1%
of English or Litera-
ture L
At Least Ons Year ¢f 63.9% 30.5%
a roreign Language
™WO or More Years of 32.8% T 13.4%
a Foreign Language A
Gaometry 29.3% 42.6%
Algebra II 38.8% 34.8%
Trigonomerry 15.3% 12.7% '
* Calecuius 3.2% 2.6%
onemistry 33.0% 24.2%
Physics Cl6.9% 11.0%
Differances batwWween DoDDS and stateside percentages that exceed 4 =

percent are significant at the .05 lavel.

EXHIBLT 6~13

SENIORS IN GENERAL PROGRAMS:
PERCENTAGE TAKINCG SFECIFIC COURSES

-~ -
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ESTIMATED PERCENTAGZS COF SENIORS
WHO RESPONDED EITHER
"500D" OR "EXCELLENT"

RATING GF DobhS STATESIDE

Tanoher Intera2st in Stidents 41.8% 16.3%
Lifsctivenass of Discipline 36.63% 40.5%
fairness ¢f Discipline 35.7% 33.35%

School Spiric 52.0%

Differences excesading 4 parcentage pcints zre significant 2: the
.05 levael,

EXHIBIT 6-14

SENIORS IN GENERAL PROGRAMS:
SCHOOQL~RELATED ATTITUDES
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FrobDs STATESIDE
STANDARD STANDARD
VARIABLE MEAN DEVIATION  MEAN DEVIATION
Self Concept .45 7.5 .75 6.9
focus of Control -.87 6.4 1.07 6.3
Work Actitude J11 8.1 " -.;o 6.8
Family attitude .06 5.9 -.42 6.4
Community Attityde -. 34 6.2 ~-.43 6.6

These measures are svaled composites of other variables that
were created by the High Scnhool and 3eyond Study team. We have
multiplied the scales by 10 Hut otherwise have lef:t the direction
of the scales 2.5 they were origyinally. 3Self concent is scaled
negatively=--higher negative values mean more positive self con=
cept. Locus of control is scsaled such that more positive values
mean greater feelings that the indiwvidual can influence his or
ner own destiny. Wor¥k attitude hag to do with the importance of
naving a jcb anl maklidg mo:tey.

The e¢stimated stizndard deviation Zor the JobDDS sample is
believed to ve conservative (see note :to Exhibit 6-2).

All differences vetween stateside and DoDDS .means fall
within 93 purcent confidence bands around zero.

EXHIBIT 6-~15

SENIORS IN GENERAL PROGRAMS:

GENEKRAL ATTITUDES
T

6-27
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programs., shows stateside students giving more favorablsa ratings

o school spirit.

SENIORS IY GENERAL PROGRAMS--ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES

Exhinit 6-16 shows that DoDDS seniors scored nigher than
theis stateside counterparts on the achievement and abilicy
measures used in the High School and Seyond Study. Again, this
is not a particular surprise givan that DoDDS students hag 2 much

* ‘

more solid academic course load.

T

PREDICTION QF ACHIEZVIMENT AND ATTITU
ibi

xh 0-.7 is the summary of a .a number >f analyses

cpnducted ern ta2 DoDDS statesids saxmp =-f saninrs who wers

in academic programs. In this section we describe the analyses
that led 5 tnis figure and explain i1%s content.

The purpose of these analyses was £o build statistical
ncdels fhat would help ad &~ ;;dersténd the ralationship between
student background faczors and student dchlevement test scores
and self-reports of attizudes. In the course 3£ these analyses.
factors emerged that could not 2e fully crossed with other fac-
tors because +he sample sizes rapidly became to0 small. For
example, few nonwhites in the stateside sample changed high
schools after the sophomore year. !Furthermoree we found chat we
could not build a statistical model capable of accountiag Ior

more than 9 percent of the variations on the attitude measures.

Consequently, we focus our presentation on the achievement test

I3

sgores.
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DoDDS STATESIDE

STANDARD

TEST NAME . DEVIATION MEAN

STANDARD
DEVIATION

P

Veecabulary¥ Parr 1 3.21 _ 6.65
(Maximum = 15)

Vocabulary Par: Il . . 5.21
{aximum = 12)

Reading . 10.01
{Maximum = 20)

Mathematics Part I, . . 14.20
(Maximum = 25) ;

Mathematics Part II . 3.27

{Maximum = 7)

Visualizazion
in Three Dimen-
sions
(Maximum = 16)

&

¥

2.

For each of the ursts, the difference between the DoDDS' and

stateside means is significant at the .05 level.

]
-

EXHIBIT 6-16 . -

.
>

SENIORS IN GENERAL PROGRAMS:
SCORES ON ACHIEVEMENT AND ABILITY TESTS

6-29
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vocahu MATHEMATICS

INPUT )
VARIABLES PART 1 PAT READING PART 1 PART 2

SES + + +

Visualization in
Thrae Dimensions

Sex

Race .

Aage

TV Watching
Homework :

Mathematics
Courses

English or
Literaturs Courses

At Least One Year of
Foreign Language

*40 or More Years of
Foreign Language

L History or Social
Studies Courses

Science Courses
%22 - percentage of

Variance Accounted .
For 22% 23% 26%

.3
. bl
Variables are listed in the order tested. FEach significant ~
relationship indicates that the input variable reached the .C25

level of significance when all variables above it on the.list:
were controlled for statistically. .

-

EXHIBIT 6-17

'SENIORS IN ACADEMIC PROGRAMS:
PREDICTORS OF ATHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES

" 6=230
191
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This analysis used the combined DoDDS$ and stateside samples of
seniors in acadernic programs who were either black or white and

had ?ntered their, schocs during or prior to grade 10 (N =
5080

- The sympol M in the row for sex 2ffects indicates tha*t males had
higher scores after controlling lor 2ll other input variables
on the list:

&

3 A The symbols W (for white) and B (for bdlack) in the row for race, p
dndicate which group had the higher. scores when all other input
A variables on tha list were controlled.
+ means a positive relatlonshln, controlling for all other inout
variables '
L 2ENY - - .

«~ means a ne?atlve relationship, controTllng for all other inpuet
variables
¢ . ..1 . . _ 1
* mesans *hat the input variar.e 3id not reach the .020 level of
e - significance when all variioies above it on the list were con-
trolled for statlstically.

EXHIBIT 6-17 (cont )
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We felt that the students iﬁ academic programs would show
more effact of their exposure to schooling, so we limited these
analyses to those students., We also found ic necessary to use"
only the two largest racial groups {white and black students) in
thé samples: because the numbers of "others"® were too small to
cross with other factors such as sex andrﬁype of school {DoDDS or
stateside public school)., In order to emphasize the differefy- ‘
tial effects of the type of school, we further limited these!
analyses to students who had errolled in the school prior to'or
during their sophomore year.

We decided to fit a model that would test the contribution
of each factor in a stepe-wise fasnion. The ordering of the

variables is, therefore, of great importance. The first varir

ables tested were sociceconomic status and ability (the latter

{
was repraesented by the test of visualization in three dimen-

sions). Then we tested the additional contributions of sex and
race to che prediction of achievement test scores. If our Xnow=
ledge wf sex or race did not improve our prediction of the
achievement test scores beyond what we could do knowing socio-
economic status and ability, they woyld be declared nonsigniL
ficant.,

Then we tested the added contributions of student age, theé
amount of TV watching and the amount of homework, <contrelling fci,
the variables previously entered.

Next we entered the variables that measured the amount of

exposure to various courses to determine whether they contribute

b
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o predicting achievament scores over and above the background

'fgétors. Finally, we assessed the added contribution of type of

school {DoDDS or stateside public school). If the type of school

had: -made a difference after accounting for the rest of the vari-
ables, we would have concluded that the two tyPes of schools have
different effects, or that their studeénts differed on other back-
‘ground characteristics we had not measured. However, type of

sébbbi did not prove to be a significant addition to cur model,

and we concluyded that the difference between DODDS students' and
1] -

 stateside students' achievement test scores was due to differ-
ences in background and exposure to instruction. We have shtown
that DoDDS s+udents received much more instruction in solid sub-
jacts than thelr stateside geers, and -we-believe this is the
primary r;ason for their higher test scores.

We also hypothesized interactions of race and sex, type of
school and sex, type ©of school and race, and triple inter-
action of race, sex, and type of schodl. nNone of these provéﬁ to
contribute significantly to predicting achievement test scores.

Exhibit 6-17 is organized so that the "input" variables are
rows, and the achievement test are columns. Looking down a
¢Olumn, which represents one achievement tesﬁ, we can tell which
of the input variables influenced the prediction of that test and
what sign each input variable had in the prediction eguation. A
8ign is entered only when the stap-ﬁise test for the variable was
significant at the .025 level. We believe that the generally

strong positive relationship of the numbers of vears of subject

Trerh Safemmpa? sy e dm L [P T
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métter courses to achievement test outcomes, controlling for the
other background factors, reinforces our conclusion that the more
suostantial education in DonDS is responsible for higher test
scores. '

Math courses are negatively related to vocabulary test

‘ i .
scores, and English and literature courses are negatively related

to mathematics test scores. The vocabulary tests may not draw on
.mathematical terms (so time spent learning them is time directed
away from the test's content), and there may be few word or story
problems on the math tests. The exact content of the tests is
closely guarded so that they may be used in future follow-ups;
+hus, it is only possible *o speculate about these relationshipsﬂ
The results presented here confirm findings of other authdrs
concerning the relationship of amount of instruction to achievé~
ment. (See Keesling and wWiley (1974], Wiley [1976], Keesling
719787, Schmidt [1982]), for example). We feel that these results
indicéte that the students in DoDDS benefit from taking 2 more

academic program than their stateside peers in public schools.

SUMMARY j _
Data from the national-longitudinal study of high'school
seniors begun in 1980 (High School and Beyond) werae reanalyzed’to

compare DoDDS seniors to their stateside counterparts. Sgniora
in the DobDS high schools tended to take more academic co;rse
wori than their stateside peers. This advantage was reflected in,

larger proportions of DoDDS students meeting newly proposed




admissions standards for certain colleges and universities. How-
ever, there was an indication (somewhat obscured by interaction
effects) that smaller DoDDS schools had fewer seniors who would
meet these standards. t also seemed likely that students who
éenrolled in DoDDS schools in their senior year would be less
likely than others to meet these standards.

The DoDDS seniors scored higher than their stateside peers

on all of the achievement measures used in this reanalysis. This

difference is related'to the differing degrees to which. students

take academic courses, as stated abhove.




CHAPTER 7 “

STAFFING AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT

INTRODUCTION

This chapter encompasses those matters associated with staff
who are most directly related #0 the delivery of education:
'teachera. prinéipals; specialists, and related support staféf,
?he.quality of instructional, administrative, and support staff
is criticaliy related to the quali£y ofteducation.

The quality of teachers affects no: only the direct delivery
of edidcation inbthe ciassroom but also the way that parants and
other key groups and individuals view and support the gchools.
Résearch and practical experience indicate thaé‘the principa%
plays an important role in the overall effectiveness of the
schocl., A variety of specialists ana support staff make it
possible for the'schpols to provide broadibaged education ser-
vices in many areas--career education, academic and career
counseling, iﬁdividual and group testing, and home~school liai-
sons--and to provide educational services to special needs
populations, such as the handicapped.

Dﬁta from all sources will be organized and reported as
findings in three broad areas: (1) obtaining quality staff, (2)

staff development, and {3) recertification and transfers,

OBTAINING QUALITY STAFF

This section looks at the issue of staff quality in DoRDS
based on policies, regulations, procedures, practices, and per-

ceptions related to certification standards, identification
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and recruitment of qual%fied teachers {and other educators), and

. agsignment of 'staff according to their gualifications and the . * L

At w T a R

needs of students and schocls. Reported here are the relevant

findings of the surveys, interviews, and case studies conducted

o

e en P g)“‘ P

r

as a part of this study. “

Certification stanrdards for DoDDS teachers are <learly and

PRI

explicitly set forth in official .CoDDS documents. For example,

Overseas Employment Opportunitiass Sor Educators, a detailed

application brochure for persons applying for DoDDS pesitions

from the United States, spelils out specific requirements £or all

positions according to grade levels, subject areas, and specialty

areas (e.g., guidance counselors and dormitory counselors), with

the exception of Compensatory Educaticn teachers. The P.L.

86-9]1 pPersonnel Guide: a Jetailed guide for DoDDS managers.

provides extensive information on the application of certifica-

tion standards and the conditions for waiving them., The

certification stzndards for DoDDS educational personnel are fully

comparable tc such standards stateside; and the limitations on

waiving standards for emsrgency situations are stringent and

reasconable.

The case studies document difficulties in grandfathering.

‘Under this practice teachers whose experience has been limited to

self-contained classrooms or prigarily low functioning students

are accspted as qualified resource teachers (i.e., $pecial

education) even if they have not been retrained for nrdadened

responsinilities.

7-2
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In terms of the educational gualifications of DoDCUS teach-

ers, 688 surveyed teackers provided the following data regarding
their highest level of education: 1l percent bachelor's degree:
28 percent some graduate study: 31 éercent, master's degree: 28
percent, courses beyond the master's degree; 2 percent, doctorate
degree. Numper of years teaching was also requested from sur-
veyed teachers, arnd the data revealed that 1l percent had £een ‘
teaching less than § vears, 29 percent S5-10 vears. 19 pergent
11=15 yYears., 17 percent 16-20 years, and 25 percent more than 20
years.

another point in connection with quality of education is
that out of nearly 700 surveyed teachers, only 2 percent reported
teaching a grade or sabject for which they had no experience or
training. Of more than 80 specialists interviewed, 5 percent
were not working in their professional areas.

Regulations for filling positions reguire, first, that posi-
tions be filled by transfers on agreements srrived at between
principals and regional directors and according to rules
governing transfer; second, that positions be filled by hiring
locally: and third, that pocitions be filled by HiFes processed
by ODS from the continental United States [CONUS]. Dependents of
federal employees stationed “verseas receive preference.

The policy of preference for local hiring is cost effec-
tive, permits a principal to move guickly, and is in compliance
with pop directives that military dependents be given employ-

ment consideration:; however, such a policy tends to limit the

1937~




immediate applicant pool and deplet2e the list of substitute
teachers. The system for CONUC hires provides selection, with
input from some principdls, of well-qualified candidates from a

broad pool of U.S. appiicants. . All new teachers have a one-year

(\_H N i
trial period. Although the regulations state that vacant
7

positions should first be made available to DoDDS “eachers who
want to transfer, interview data indicate that there is '
considerable teacher dissatisfaction regarding transfers. The
issue of transfer is discussed further in a subsequeat sectioq.

With regard to local hires, 46 percent of the principals
interviewed said they had no problems with local hirss. However,
26 percant said that local hiras deplatad their substituts
teacher list. Fifty-nine perpent‘of tne principals said they had
some trouble finding replacements in certain subject areas or
specialties; of these, 13 nercent said that math positions and
specialists were difficult to replace.

tthen askad to compara CONUS and local nires, 87 perceant of
the principals said there were no differences ia their qualifica-
tions, while 23 percent said CONUS hires were better qualified,
and 8 percent said local hires were better gqualified. But of
those who said there was a difference, 77 percent said the effect
was either none or not much. Thirty-eight percent of the *
ﬁ;incipals said CONUS hires were more experienced: 47 percent
said thers was no ditf;rence in experience levels: and-2-percent
said local hires were more experienced. Principals were egually

split on CONUS' and lacal hires' level of involvement in school

mattars.
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The data suggest that there is a general satisfaction among
principgls with both CONUS hires and local hires,.withh slightly
more favorable ratings for the former. This result reflects
positively on the CONUS hiring system, especially since most
principals generally do not pick or even see their new teachers
until they arrive for their new assignments.

Qut of the 84 surveyed teachers from the same gchools as
the principal interviewees, 30 percent were local hires {21 per-
cent being DoD dependents, and 9 percent being other local
hires). Sixty-nine percent were CONUS hires, and the others were
substitutes or temporaries.

Hdandbook for Educators is an orlentation booklet for new

teachers from the U.S. It provides detailed iaformation to Helg

new teachers on traveling to and adjusting to their first assign-
ment. The procedures for hiring and processing new tear-ors are
designed to ensure that teachers are in place for their new
te:ach®ng assignments well before the opening of school. It some~
times happens thi+ delayed hiring and inadeguate handling result
in the after-school-opening arrival of new teachers, which causes
initial inconvenience for schools and teachers.

Interviewed CPOs were asked to rate the condition of CONUS-
hired personnel folders upon arrival at the overseas pust. The
mean rating was 2.8, 1 being poor condition, 5 being good condi-
tion. Approximately-oné-third of the CPOs said CONUS hires did ‘
not arrive at an appropriate time for processing, and 57 percent

of the CPOs said that CONUS hires were not properly prepared

7=5




,upon arrival. Teachefs were not fully iaformed of whi: to
axpect regarding living abroad, the imgortance of such things as
ID cards in a military community. and the possibility of encoun-
tering delays in securing permanent housing. With regard to the
number of late arrivals at a given site, the range extanded from
0 to 15 with a mean of 2.2 teachers. The most frequent sugges~
tion for improvement was £0 increase coordination and communica-
tion among all parties concerned.

Principals., when interviewed about their satisfaction wizh
JPO orocessing of new hires. were split with some leaning‘tcward
the positive, Surveyad orincipals were also asked abovt the CP(
services. The mean orincipal rating for the gquality of CPO pro-
cessing of CONUS hires was 2.2; the rating for local hires was
2.4. On a four-point scale a rating of two stood for "good" and
three stood for “fair." Therefore. surveyed principals alsc had
a slightly positive but basically neutral attitude towards the
CPO processing of haw hires. New feachers are aidsd by the per-
sonal assistance of experienced DoDDS educators., which facili-

tates the adjustment process.

STAFF DEVELOPMENT

This section reports findings on data related to the ongoing
appraisal and development of staff in DoDDS--policies. regula-
tions, procedures, practices and Perceptions of performance
appraisal, feedback, instructional leadership, supervision. and

inservice.
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DoDDS has detailed regulations and procedures in place for
performance appraisal and ingervice activities (see, for example,

“Performance Appraisal Regulations for Principals,” September

1981, and the “"DoDLS In-Service Education Program,” original and

revised).

The quality of teachers and instruction in DoDDS can be
assessed in several wsys. Above average achievment test results
on the SAT SUpport a contention that quality teaching occurs in
DoDl3., However, the Negotiated Agreement between the Qverseas
Education Association and Department of Defense Dépéndents
Schools states that “student test results shall not be used in
any way to evaluate teachers."’

Both principals and parants give-high ratings to DoDdDS
teachers., In ingerviews. principals rated 13 percent of their
teachers as truly outstanding and 45 percent as good, Zfor a total
of 60 percent in the top 2 categories, TFive percent were rated
below average and 2 percent as extremely pcor. Surveyed parents
graded la'percent of DoDDS teachers in their community with an A
and 40 percent with a B for a total of 58 percent &n the top 2
grades. When asked about the teachers of their own children,
parents rated 792 percent in Ehe top 2 catsgories. For both
community teachers and their own children's teachers, parents
gave failing grades to fewer than 1 percent and Dg to fewer than
S percent.

Administrators also received good grades from parents. In

parent interviews, 48 percent gave administrators in schools of

L 7-7
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th2ir children 2 grade of A and 23 percent a grade of 3, for a
total ©f J1 percent in the top 2 grades. Surveyed parents were a
little less positive about school administrators in their oom-~
munity. Eighteen percent of the parents said they did not Xnow
what grade to give, and of these giving a grade, 17 percent gave

As and 40 percent gave Bs for a total of 57 percent in the top 2

grades.

Principals Vis-a-Vis Teacher Serformance

In DoDDS, as in every system, the principal is designated to
play a key role in teacher performanca, e.49., supervision,
instructional leadershin, evaluvation via periormance appraisals.
and inservice. This present study provides data on how princi-
pals and teachers actually see themselves in these critical edu-
cational roles. These perceptions have an important relationship
to how principals and teachers actually function in these rolee.

0f the principals interviewed, 20 percent resgonded that
they saw instructional leadership as their main z2le, '+ ile 3
percent $aw supervigsion as their main role. ¢ is likely that
the principals yho saw their main role as school manager
(approximately 50 percent! also consider instructinal 1e£&ership
and/or supervision as an important role. This contentisn gains
suppor: from principals’ responses to the questions about time
spent in various roles. With regard to instructional leadership.,
52 percent rated ‘4 as the first, second, or third role in terms
of actual time spent. Similarly. 54 percent rated supervision in

1l of the top 3 time slots.




Almost 45 percent of the interviewed principals said they
spend from 27 +¢ 50 percent ¢f their time in instructional
supervision. Regarding time available for supervision, almost 75
percent said that such time was insufficient; 65 percent said
ideally they would like to spend 50 to 75 percent of their time
in supervision.

More than 100 principals responded to survey questions on
the topic of time allocated to various activities. Porty-five
percent of the principals reported spending more than 25 percent

of their time on educaticnal management and organization

{scheduling, designing new instructional organization patterns,

pupil discipline, classroom management, personnel, etc.}.
Thirty-eight percent spend more than 25 percent of their time on
curriculum and instructional leadership (observing classrooms.
supervising teaching, coordinating curriculum study, planning/
providing staff .aservice, etc). Nearly 70 bercent of the
surveyed principals indicated thef should spend more time on
curriculum and instructional leadership, whereas, nearly half
felt they spent the right amount of time on management/organiza-
tion.

In summary., it is not surprising that surveyed and inter-
viewed principals report that they spend their time in similar
ways—--primarily school/educational management and instructional/
curriculum leadership. Significant numbers of principals felt
insufficient time is spent on observation, supervision, and

related instructional activities.




A 1981 national surveY of principals* reported a similar
situation stateside. In terms of the amount of time spent on
major functions, elementary principals reported being able to
speud only 30 percent of their time on instructional leadership

activities, middle and junior high school teachers 25 percant,

and senior high school principals only 20 percent of their time

in this area. The wottom line of the situation stategide wasg
‘summarized as follows: "Today's principals are not, and cannot
be, 'instructional leaders' in the convantional sense . . . .
The PHD [Piled Higher and Deeper] phenomenon continues while the
principal‘*s responsibilities become more complex and more reac-
tive than proactive. Asg a result, innovative instructional
leadership is shelved and replaced by the realities of personal
survival and crisis management." Since this national survey
indicates that elementary and senior high school principals spend
only 10 percent of their time on instructional supervision. and
junior high school principals 25 percent of their time on super-
vision, principals in DoDDS appear to be spending: on the
average, slightly more time in supervision and instructional
leadership than their stateside counterparts.

With regard to principal supervision, 20 percent’ of teachers
interviewed said they had no professional interaction with prin-

cipals in supervision: 22 percent reported they received informal

*Bruce Howell, "Profile of the Principalship." Educational
Leadership, January 1981, 38:4:333-~336.
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observations: 24 percent indicated that principals gave advice
and recommendations; and only 7 percent said they received
significant advice after observations. Thirty-six percent
mentioned that principal supervision was ustul or very useful,
while 24 percent said it was not useful. Wﬂen asked about their
satisfaction with policies on supervision, 37 percent ©of teachers
interviewed expressed satisfaction, 26 percent expressed
dissatisfaction. and 33 percent haé no opinion.

In a parallel series of guestions., over 600 surveyed
teachers also provided data on supervisory interactions with
their principals. Sixty-eight percent reported that principals
visit their classrooms twice 2 year or less. One half of the
teachers indicated that their principals do not work with them on
improving or expanding their teaching skills, and 35 percent said
+nis happens ~nce or twice a year. According to surveyed
teachers, the most frequent principal-teacher interactions are on
the subject of management of instructional programs, scnool~level
curriculum development., and classroom management/pupil disci-
pline: howewver. about half the teachers say these types of inter-
actions occur only once a year or never. Demonstration and
information regarding new methods or materials reportedly occur
less frequently then the principal-teacher interactiOns just
described. When teachers were asked how important it is for
their principals to provide them with instructional/curriculum
direction, 65 percent responded somewhat or minimally important.

Twenty-seven percent said very important.
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Nearly 700 surveyed teachers were asked akout the sarvices,
provided by regional coordinators. Twenty-three percent of the
respondents indicated that these coordinators help them with
modification of materials, 14 percent receive consultation
regarding specific students, 14 percent receive advice ¢n student
testing and evaluation, and 9 percent have had demonstration
lessons in their classrooms by regional coordinators.

Performance Appraisal

The performance appraisal system is designed as a systematic
method for evaluating teachers and providing guality control
feedback, supervision. and inservice. When asked about the
performance appraisal system for teachers: 51 percent ¢I the
principals interviewed said they “ad no problems with it, whils
46 percent said they did have problems. Of the latter: the most
often-mentioned problem was difficulty in writing standards in
‘measurable terms. When asked how the process might be lmproved,
answers were scatterasd, with the most Zreduant single answer
being a standardization of the process for all teachers.

Surveyed principals were asked to describe the accuracy of
the performance appraisals in measuring the performance of staff
at their schools using the following ratings: l--very accurater 2
--gomewhat accurater 3--neither accurate nor inaccurate: 4~-some-
what inaccurate:; and S5--very inaccurate. The mean rating given
by over 100 principals was 2.2, indicating that performance

appraisals are felt to be only slightly accurate. when asked to

rate the extent t¢ which objectives in teachers’ Performance




plans are measurable, the mean rating was 2.8 on a scale of 5 ()
--tO a very great extent: 5--not at all). This rating suggests
that principals have some problems measuring teachers'
objectives. Surveyed principals also repogted that to some
extent they find the performance appraisal process useful for
irnforming them of individual inservice training needs.

Of teachers interviewed. almost 43 percent said performance
appraisals were accurate‘in measuring their performance: but 31

percent maintained they were not accurate, Thirty percent of the

teachers indica:ed that performance appraisals did not help them

reach their objectives as teachers, although 18 percent said the
aporaisals dicé help. Fifty-two percent had no opinion. Perform-
ance appraisals 4id not help with identifying inservice needs,
according to 58 percent of the teachers, 10 percent said the
appraisals gid help, while 32 percent had no opinion. wWhen asked
about the negative aspects of their jobs, 10 percent of the
teachers interviewed rated performance appraisal as the number 1
negative aspect.

Policy statements indicate that inservice training is a high
priority in pobDS. An annual survey of inservice needs, coordi-
nated at the regional level, is a requirement. Of the pPrincipals
interviewed, 41 percent said they determine inservice needs by
way of a survey; however, responses from both interviewed prin-
cipals and teachers indicate that direct communication between
teachers and principalg is the dominant mode for determining

inservice needs. Fifty-four percent of principals said that
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local inservice needs were teacher generated, and 66 percent of
teachers said that they communicate personal inservice needs to
their principals directly. eitﬁer face to face or by phons.
DoDDS has drafted and will field test, during school year
1983-84, a data-based staff development system designed to
identify specific individual needs related to teaching assign-
ments.

A large majority of teachers said they were involved with
inservice activities sponsored by ODS (40 percent) or region (54
percent) and university courses (42 percent). Of those respond-
ing to qguestions regarding the gquality of inservice, a large
majority rated inservice as beneficial, with high ratings being
given to ODS workshops and university courses. Regional work=~
shops were rated as beneficial by 56 percent of the teachers and
not beneficial by 18 percent. When asked about policies on staff
development, 24 percent of teachers interviewed expressed satis-
faction:, ZB‘percent dissatisfacation, and 42 parcent neither.
Teachers and specialists had a difficult time determining whether
an inservice was offered under the auspices of 0ODS, the region:

or local personnel,

Surveyed teachers were asked to rate the range of staff

development opportunities available to them through DoDDS on a
SCale.of l to 5, 1 being peor and 5 being excellent. The mean
rating given by over 650 teachers was 2.5, indicating a somewhat
negative opinion about the range of opportunities. The mean
rat’'ng for quality of staff development opportunities was 2.6 on

the same scale, also a less than positive score.
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Teachers were also surveyed about thelr specific inservice
needs. According to approximately 600 teachers: the 5 areas of
highest need are new methods, new materials, computer science,
talented and gifted, and individual problems. The five areas of
‘lowest need are music, art, math, Compensatory Bducation, and
ESL. Owverall, teachers reported thelir inservice needs to be
moderate, a three on a scale of five.

Interestingly enough, surveyed principals identified very
similar high and low inservice needs for their teachers. The
only differences were the inclusion of program management as a
high need, replacing dealing with individual problems: and the
inclusion of reading and writing as low nzeds, replacing Compen-
satory Education and ESL. Overall, principals rated their
teachers’' inservice needs as slightly higher than the teachers
rated their own needs.

When speclalists were interviewed regarding their need for
additionzal traininé to better serve the children assigned to

them, nearly 735 percent of ¢he 61 interviewees said they needed

more training. Specifically, 33 percent reguired an update on

instructional practices/technigues, 25 percent needed informa-
tion on current/recent research in their specialty areas, and 21
percent *'anted testing/assessment/evaluation information.
Specialists were alse asked if teachers needed inservice
training in their specialty areas, and 79 percent said yes.
Specifically, 35 percent of the interviewed specialists believe

educators need information about thelr programs or services




(scope and goals), 28 percent beliave teaching/instructional
techniques are needed: and 26 percent gaid educators need
information about the nature of the specific disability/abil.ty
with which the specialist deals.

When principals were asked to evaluate possible ways for
improving teachers’ skills, summer training in the states

received the highest mean rating (3.9 on a 5-point gcale, S being‘

very good and 1 being poor). The following were given ratings of

3.5 to 3.7: DoDDS—-sponsored inservice, courses or training
overseas, supervision znd evaluation of teachers, and help from
Deers or master teachers.

In regard o thelr own prcofessional devalopment, 97 percent
of 116 responding surveyed principals reported attending a
regional meecting for school level administrators in the last 2
years. Half of the principals had attended a stateside <onven-
tion in the past two years. ?Principals rated both these types of
meetings as valuable. Onrly 5 percent »f the surveyed grincipals
reported not reading 2 professional journal regularly.

As to the most negative aspects of their jobs, the top-ratad
item was lack of opportunity for further education (as differ-
entiated from lack of inservice opportunities, which was a
separate item). Forty-three perceant rated lack of educational
opportunity as either the first, second, or third most negative
aspect of their jobs {only 24 percent rated lack of inservice in
the top 3 negative aspects). This finding is expected because

DoDDS$ schools are located throughout the world and removed from
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the usual opportunities that allow teachers to easily pursue

further training through evening and weekend studies a% nearby

universities.

RECERTIFICATION AND TRANSFERS

Data from the teacher survey indicate that nearly 80 percent
of teachers are satisfied cr vary satisfied with their overall
DoDDS experience, and 77 percent are satisfied or very satisfied
with their current position. Nearly 80 percent of principals
reported that in the year prior to the study, no teachers or
specialists left beicre they completed their minimum tour of
duty.

Thirty-one pergent of the teachers interviewed rated living
and teaching abroad as the number one element in job satisfaé;
tion. When the number 2 and number 3 ratings for lJiving and
teaching abroad are added, the cumulative percentage rise <o 77
percent. fThere i$ little wonder then that the opportunity to
transfer among sites abroad is an important element in teacher
satisfaction. DoDDS has a specific set of regulations governing
transfers in which seniority and service in hardship sites, when
balanced with school system needs, are taken into account. Staff
in desirable locations generally elect to remain: therefore,
openings to accommodate transfer reguests may not be available.

When asked about how transfer policies affected them, 15
percent of teachers interviewed said policies have a negative
affect on morale, 21 percent stated that transfers were difficult
to get, and 46 percent indicated they were not affected at all.

b
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But when asgked about transfer policies acriss rec.ons, 35 per-
cent s2id they were very dissa+«isfled, and 16 percent maintained
they were dissatisfied, yialding a cumulative dissatisfaction
rating of 51 percent. Only 7 percent said they were satisfied or
very satisfied. The major reason teachers gave for their dissat-
isfaction was the difficulty getting a2 transfer. However, when
teachers were asked if they currcntly wanted to transfer, 60
percent said no and 33 percent said yes. I- appears t'at trans-
fer policy dissatisfaction is greater than actual transfer
dissatisfaction, although the latter is not trivial.

In light of teachers' sentimpents about “ransferring and
transfer policies,‘the length of time teachers have been in their
present schools and regions should be =<unsidered. FPFifty-Sive
percent of the more than 675 surveyed teachers had been in their
present region 5 years or less, and 11 percent were in their
first year. Thirty-three percent had spent % to 15 years in the
same region, 11 percent 16 to 25 years, and 1 percent nore than
25 years.

Of principals interviewed, 69 percent said either they hacd
no problems with inter-regional or intra-regional transfers or
they made no response about problems. When asked about the
factors that influence transfer assignments for teachers, the top
three factors given by principals were :tudent and personnel
population shifts, the point system, and special talents.

Surveyed principals were asked how long they believed

teachers should stay in one school. Out of the 110 principals
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responding, none said 1 or 2 years. Sixty-six percent responded

3 to 5 vears:, 12 percent 6 te 10 vears, and 22 percent selected
"unlimited" as a response.

When asked how teachers would respond to a policy of
mandatory reassignment across schools, principals reported that
teacher morale would be affected only somewhat negatively.
dowever, acedrding to princiwals, the effect of such a peoliey on
.ievel of taacher performance and community relations would be
neutral to somewhat positive. The process of educational renewal
and change would be affected positively by such a peclicy, but not
strongly.

in terms of principals themselves, 59 percent of those sur-
veyaé reported that 3 to 3 vears is the optimum time in 1 school.
Seventeen percent responded 6 to 10 years, 24 percent "unlim-
ited,"” and nobody said 1 to 2 vYears. Seventeen percent of those
principals had been in their schools 1 yYear or less, 51 percent 2
to 5 years, 19 percent 6 to 10 vears:, and 12 percent more than 10
yvears.

DoDDS has regulations for a recertification program that
regquires all educators to meet recertification standards every
aix Years. According to principals interviewed, 85 percent were
of the opinion that rerertification responsibility had been
delegated to them, and 65 percent felt qualified to handle the
responsibility. Twenty percent expressed a need for training in
recertification, and 18 percent expressed a moderate Or great

need. Eighty-five percent of the principals said that DoDDS
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should have its own recertification requirements, with 28 percent
basing this on the uniquéness of DopDS. Twenty percent expressed
the ccmplementary need for continuity of standards with stateside
requirements. Only one respondent said there should he no
recertification for principals.

Sixty-four percent of the Principals said that the grade/
class clzusification of DoDDS principals was very inequitable.
Currently, clé;sificatioa is baseéd on three weighted factors:
student load, variety and ccmplexity of instructional activity,
and level of resoonsibility. Among tne criteria suggestad by
srincipals for classification ars size of school (i.e., stucdent
load--55 percent), experiencs (48 percent), academic credentials
{(or currantness~~36 percent), and performance (38 percent).

Apart from concerns about possible favoritism/cronyism in
selection and promotion, resrondetts may have bvYeen guestioning
the designation of some small school 2Principalships for GS-13
ratings, while a pumber of ilarge schools have received GS=-12
ratings.

Principals' Classification vy School Size

School Size Cl~II ClL-III GS~-11 GsS-12 GS-13

1-125 2 18 10 5 0
126-300 1 4 25 1

301-500 41

8

2
501-1000 0 64

0

»1000 7




CONCLL=TONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Policies and Practices for Obtaining Quality Staff

The first set of issues examined in connection with the
quality of educational staff embrace all those policies, prac-—
tices, and perceptions associated with obtaining and assigning
such staff. It is clear that to ensure gquality instructional.

administrative, and support staff, DoDDS, like any school system,

must have in place an adequate set of professional standards for

edicational staff and apply these standards in an effective man-
ner. As noted above, DoDDS has formal certification standards
for all educational personnel comparable to stateside standards.
In addition, data from this study indicate that teaching staff
have respectable levels of experience and education.

I+ might be argueé that the generally unspecified 18 credit
hours of professional teacher education required of prospective
teachers coulé be sharpsned by %‘he introduction and periodic
review of specific studies in essential pedagogical topics and
contemporary special demand areas {e.g., reading, human develecp-
ment, computer literacy. handicapping conditions}!. on the other
hand, these general requirements give DoDDS reasonable flexibi-~
lity in hiring and do not burden well-gualified candidates with
narrow reguirements. In addition, the general requirements in
professional teacher education are complemented by other require-
ments that strengthen guality standards, such as specificity of
studies for various grade levels and subject areas, and the

requirement that professional educational studies and student
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teaching must De in an aporpved program, a raquirement ¢ aut
raises the likelirocd of adequate pedagogical preparation.

The regulation requiring that positions be filled first by
transfers, seccnd bY local hires, and only then by CoNUS hires,
appears, acccerding to the judgment of principals, to nave minimal
negative e¢ffects on teacher guality. The data indicate thas
principals overall have a slightly higher opinion ¢f the profes-

sional gqualifications of CONUS hires and believe them to %e more

axperienced. In addition, principals ara concerned that local

hiring depletes the list of substitur2 teachers. This resuls is
expected since local hiring draws from a much smaller pool of
applicanes. It is true that regulations stating that profes-
sional standards cannot be waived for local hires, except in-
smergency situations and for a limited period of time, ensure the
Airing of at least minimally qualified persons. However, the
initial resirictions on the applican‘. rool (including a prefer-
eace for dependents) deoes not allow for choosing the "best” among
many qualified applicants. This limitation of the local hire
preference mast be weighed against the cost of a more opa2n hiring
system. It can also be asked, in view of principals’' general
satisfac~ion with local hires, whether significant additional
educationial benefits would be gained by more open hiring.
especially when weighed against potential costs. It should be
no.ed that data Srom this study indicate that 30 percent of the

present full-time teachers are local hires.




o T T e o st W el i . STy P

The data indicate that the CONUS hiring system is generally
effective in obtaining gualified teachers, especially as raced by
principals. Given the immense geographicalil distribution of
schools and the importance that principals place upon their
involvement in hiring teachers, it is no small achievement that
CONUS hires are not only gualified but also generally meet the
expectation of principals to whose schools they are assigned. It
is to DoDDS' benefit to continue to support and strengthen the
CONUS hiring procedures, practices, and schedule for the
effective invoclvement of and communication among ¥ey actors in
obtaining high quality new staff.

Responses by both CPOs and principals suggest problems in
the overseas processing of new hires. DoDDS provides fairly -’
complete general orientation information for neﬁ.hires: however,
it would be beneficial if more specific orientation information
¢n each locale were also available. #With vegard to overseas
processing of new hires, the rather widespread digsatisfaction by
CP0s with CONUS folders and the preparation of CONUS-hires sSug-
gests that continued attention to these details is in order.
Aiso: communication between CPOs and appropriate ODS officials
regarding new hires should be examined. Some dissatisfaction by
principals with CPO processing also supports the suggastion that
the chain of processing events leading to 2 new assignment
requires attention from beginning to end.

An interesting alternative to DoDDS' current recruitment

stragegy exists in the Canadian Armed Forces schools. To staff

i 'L .
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their overseas schools, the Department of Naticnal pefence [DND]
depends upon the assistance and ccoperation of Canadian school
boards that are willing to nominate interested members of their
staff as cgndidates to enter into a tripartite loan-of-service
agreement with DND if they are selected for assignment. Selected
candidates serve for an initial period of two vears. during which
time, for all intents and purposes, they remain employees of the
sponsoring board. The board continues to pay basic salary and
associated benefits and bills DND monthly for reimbursement.
Staff members are reinstated with the scard on terminaticn of the
lcan-of-gservicz., Curing this past year over 2,000 applications
were received from Zanadian teachers and administrators for the
approximately 150 advertised vacancies. In contrast to DoDDS'
current practice, all interviewing and selection of teachers is
done by phone: only principals and supervisors are interviewed
face to face. .

DOCDS snould <consider experimenting on a small scale with
this alternative recruiting/staffing mechanism. Apart from the
obvious benefit of enlisting personnel with new ideas ani per-
spectives into the system. we believe that the relationships
formed between these recruits and DoDDS teachers during their
brief overseas tenure would enhance the possibilities for current
DoDDS teachers to rotate to teaching positions back in the United
States.

The effect of this policy, if eventually expanded to include

all CoNUs hiring, would be to reduce "tenuring in" among DoDDS




teachers and administrators, create additional inter- and intra-
regional transfer opportunities, and facilitate eventual re-entry
of DoDDS personnal to available positions in the United States.

staff Development

The second set of issues examined in connection with the
. quality of educational staff was the evaluvation and professional
development of DoDDS staff. A first basic guestion here is, "How
are DoDDS teachers rated by principals and parents?" The answer

is that teachers received very good ratings by both groups. ‘

7.

Since principals play the Xey role in teacher evaluation, super-
vision, and instructional leadership, their ratings of teachsrs
must be weighed seriously. The opinions of parents are impor:ant
as a measure of satisfaction with the education that their chil-
dren are receiving and the amount of support they are likely to
give the schools. The strongly favorable ratings given to
teachers by both principals and parents 'speak to the generally
good educarion oZfered in DoDDS.

On the other hand, it cannot be Overlooked that a few
reachers were rated as bhelow average or even failing. While it
is inappropriate to make a judgment about the ;otal DoDpDS system
from these few cases, the fact that these very poorly rated
teachers may he adversly affecting the education of a2 number of
children must be addressed. The identification and remediation
or dismissal of s'ch teachers deserve attention.

A second basic Question with regard to staff appraisal

and 4evelopment isq (\How well do principals function in their
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gritical roles as instructional leaders, supervisors, and
evaluators?” The data in this study strcngly suggest that DoDDS
principals, like other principals, consider themselves as overall
school managers with many and diverse demands on their time.
This professional self-perception is in line with the complexity
of most modern schools. This reality certainly must be taken
into account when considering the role of principals as instruc-
tional leaders. However, the multifaceted role of the principal.,
with ixs many demands, should not be used as an argument to
slight the principal’s role as an instructional leader. Instruc-
tional leadership and supervisicn, in conjunction with teacher
appraisal and feedback, are key Principal roles related directly
to the main task gf the schools, namely, delivery of guality-
education.

while most principals do rate manager as their main role;,
there is considerable support for the 1imporrance of the roles of
instructional leader and supervisor. Yot only do principals rate
these roles as important, they also indicate that they devote a
considerable amount of time to them and would like-:; devote
more. Given the level of support for and investment in these
instructional support roles, it would be reasonable for DoDDS to
build on this interest with increased training for principals.
Effective functioning in these roles is a critical aspect of the

overall managerial leadership that principals must provide in

their schools.
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This recommendation feor principal training is further
supported by the far less positive assessment that teachers gave
principals for supervision and instructional support. These
ratings by teachers suggest a2 gap between what DoDDS (and its
principals) desire in instructional leadership and supervision
and what is actually happening. Another £inding that suggests
such a gap is that when asked what DoDDS could do to help
principals become more effective supervisors, 49 percent said é
they wanted more time for supervision and less for administrative
work, and 24 percant asked for more training.

The DoDDS principal's role as an evaluater of teachers is
guided by the relatively new performance appraisal system.
Reevaluaticn of professionals is npot easy under any circum-
stances. Given the complexities and subtleties of teaching and
related educaticnal tasks, the difficulties of specifying stan~
dards of measurement. and the relative newness of the performance
appraisal system in PoDDS, there is little wonder that the find-
ings reflect mixed results thus far with the system. It would be
inappropriate at this point to interpret these results as support
for radical changes in the system. On the contrary, it can be
argued that the system itself represents a major step toward
formalizing and strengthening evaluation and feedback. What the
results do indicate is that the system requires sustained and
joint attention by principals and teachers. With a substantial
number of principals indicating they had problems with the system

and an equally substantial number of teachers reporting that the
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system was not helpful or resulted in inaccurate ratings, it is
recommended that DoDDS take organized action to improve the
understanding, acc=ntancer and operation of the system.

A third basic question about the develdpment of quality
staff is, "How effecrively does the DoDDS inservice system work?"
As noted above, inservice is a high priority policy matter in
DoDDS. While it is not clzar that formal prosedures for an
annual survey of iaservice needs are fully operational or
effective in all regions, it does appear that a large majority of
teachers 2re participa-ing in some form of inservice, and many of
the participants considered inservice experiences as veneficial.
However, a fairly substantial number of teachers who expressed
dissacisfaction with DoDDS po-icies on inservice (28 percent as
contrasted with 123 percent who said regional inservice workshops
wera actually not bheneficial) and negative opinions about the
range and quality of inservice opportunities indicare that staff
inservice training in CoDDS should be examined closely. Teachers
may be expressing a desire for a clearer and/or more definitive
role in specifying inservice experiences.

The inservice needs assessment incorporated into the teacher
and principal surveys ressulted in some fairly specific informa-
tion regarding teachers' self-perceived needs and principals'
perceptions of teachers' needs. As mentioned previously, both
teachers and principals identified the following as areas of high

ingservice need: new methods, new materials, computer science, and
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Talented and Gifted. 1In light of this concurrence, DoDDS might
seriously consider inservice opportunities In these areas.

The 1981 report by the Department of Education on DoDDS
indicated the existence of key problem areas with inservice
education that stem primarily from the geographic dispersion of
DoDDS and from funding difficulties:

e Lack of clear budgeting for inservice needs and a
policy to commit “.:nds as budgeted

Severe limitations on travel and per diem

Remotensss of some overseas staff and duty stations from
college and university training opportunities

® Problems with staff turnover
Key problem areas cemain. Interviews and case stucies done on
the school and regional level indicate the existence of more -
subtle difficulties in assessing current inservice practice.
Some inservice which received high ratings from staff had little
or nothing +» 40 with enhancing staff understanding and skills of
the educational prodram: e.g.r CPR (cardiopulmonary resuscita-
2ion}. Ratings were at times very low ("a total waste of time")
for important inservice areas like dealing with handicapped
children. The lack of travel funds pravents regional coordina-
tors from acting as in-house consultants for local staffs,
although many of the teaching staff questioned the qualifications
of regional curriculum coordinators to act in such a capacity.
Another problem arear that of tha equitable availability of
inservice training, was subject to problems which included both

ODS and the region offering essentially the same inservice, but
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if a teacher was lucky encugh to attend the ODS inservice, all of
their expenses were paid. If the teachers attended the
regionally sponsored inservice, they had to pay their own travel
and expenses,

The surveys of inservice needs are usad to help pinpoint
areas of concern for st2ff development activities. Casge study
interviews brought up two caveats whizh should be noted in
ralation to the way this information is used:

. Once priorities ars set, budget restrictions severely
linited the provision of inservice training: only the
very few tobics at the top of the list, and tnos=2 wnich
coincide with inservice training associated witn the
five-year curriculun development cycle, are addressed.
whea new and complex programs are introducad {Special
Education, Compensatory Education, ESL Education.,
Gifted and Talenzed =ducation, etc.) with which teach-
ers and principals have had no previous traiaing or
experience, and there is no detailed wriltten informa-
tion available from ODS and/or the Regional office.
staff on the local level mav not know enough £o know
when they need specific types of training.

Specialists as a group axpressed a desire for more training
*hemselves and for teachers in their schools. The most important
training teachers need, according to specialists, is information
about the specialty programs~-their scope and goals. Perhaps
specialists could provide short inservice yearly for the schools

they serve on the nature of their programs and specialties.

DoDDS has developed a School Improvement Program {s1P] which

will be piloted during school year 1983-84 in two elementary
schools and one high school. The SIP design calls for goal set-

ting and staff development in the areas of school and classroom
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climate, as well as in the instructional program. If successful.,
this program will more accurately identify and provide for inser-
vice needs.

In order to pinvoint inservice needs and to validate inser-
vice training D>DDS currently is implementing a system of per-
formance-hbased evaluation hased on c{;ssroom observation of the
teacher by the principals; data obtained from the appraisals will
be used in determining inservice needs.

Related to inservice is the finding that the lack of oppor-
tunity for further education {(as differentiated from lack of
inservice oppurtunities) was ths %eachers' top~-rated negaktive joo
aspect. This £inding leads logically *o the recommendation that
DaDDS should explore additional ways to offer more unliversity
course npportunities to their teachers, both overseas and in the
United States.

As discussed Previousliy, the data suggest that principals
could benefit from training designed t¢ enhance their instruce~
tional support roles. However, principals do seem to have
adequate opportunities to exchange ideas with their peers at
regiona! and stateside meetings, and an overwhelming percentage
of principals read a professional Journal regularly. which
presumably Keeps them abreast of current issues in administra-
tion.

Recertification and Transfers

The third set of issues deals with maintaining quality

educators through recertification, appropriate transfers, and
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related job satisfaction. Recertification is an issue diractly
related to maintaining updated professional standavwds in CoDDS.
Transfer policies and practices also relate to continuing quality
among and within regions and als® have an important bearing on
job satisfaction. This latter issue of transfer and job satis-
faction i3 clearly reflected in the £indings reported previously.
It appears that most teacher dissatisfaction related to transfers
are due to a perception that transfers are difficult to get, not
with the transfers themselves. 3oth teachers who presently want
to transfer (approximately one~third), and those who do not.
perceive transfers as unattainavle. 3ince DoDDS policy rightly
gives priority Lo system needs in the matter of transfer, while
seccndarily attempting %o accommodatz2 the reguests and peroga-
tives of teachers, it is unlikely that a perfect accommodation is

possible. t appears that dissatisfaction with the transfer

system may come at the point wheras 2chool systeam reguirements

conflict with individual Jesires, since 68 percant of tzachers
have been 1n their schools and 35 percent in their regions 35
years or less. Given a situation such as this, it is necessary
that administrative leaders talk to teachers about all factors
related to transfer.

An attempt should e made to have teachers accept a share of
responsibility in the problems: as well as the advantages., of
transfer policy and practice.

Recertification is a relatively new process in DoDDS.

Since the recertificatiwn standards are an important quality
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control measure taken by DoDDS and deserve 0 be continued, open

and %imely aiaIOgue among administrative leaders and teachers on

the issue is required to prevent misund:rstandings and/or
tension.

In regards to principal classification, a strong majority of
the principals believe that implementation of the present system
is inequitable. Principals talked about the "old boy/girl*
network being more important than nature or length of principal
experience. The data indicate that the procedures for classi-
fying and re=classifying principals should be carefully examined
in the near future.

The overall picture in the staff and staff development area
is one of substantial and broad strength, with some special need
0 continue strengthening the instructional leadership role of
principals, +<he performance appraisal systcem, and the recertifiw
cation process; with additional general attentisn tO aaminis«
trative leadership in effective communication with teachers on
special areas such as inservice, continuing education, and trans-

fers.




CHAPTER 8

THE PHYSICAL ASSETS OF DoDDS

INTRODUCTION

This section of the report addresses the physical aspects of
the school system. the facilities, the manner in which they are
built and maintained., and the supplies and equipment that go into
the building for daily use in the educational program. The
physical plant currently supporting the school systzm is first
reviewed from the perspective of independent evaluators, school
staff, students, and parents. wha< these data indicate are an
aging plant with accompanying heavy demands for maintenance and
repair. The second major section in the chapter analyzes the
major construction program that DoDDS instituted jin the 1979
€:scal year to modernize and upgrade the 3chool facilities. This
is followed bty a review of the minor ¢anstruction. maintenance.
and repair program as it is operating at the local level with the
support of tne military services. fThe final aspect of the sys-
tem's physical assets studied is that of supplies and equipment.
This chapter ends with a summary and recommendations pertaining

to operation of these programs.

CONDITION OF THE DoDDS INFRASTRUCTURE

DoDDS offers some ahowcase facilities, possibly best exem-
plified by Zama High schocl in Japan., designed under the auspices
of the Army Corps of Engineers and recipient of the American

Institute of Architectq‘_ fl.:9_81 National Architect Award of Merit.
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Recent NCA evaluation teams visiting newly constructed schools
report finding exciting facilities for yYoung people. on the
other hand: there is the gchool permeated by the odors of the
nearby pig farm. the gchool with lavatories separate from the
main building. and the five-story warehouse converted to school
purposes.

When DoDDS was established in 1978, it_took responsibility
for a school plant that had previously bheen in the purview of the
military services. Data collected shortly after the transfer
indicate that among the schools in the representative sample, 57
parcent Of the rooms in these buildings wezre built in the 1950s
or eariier. New construction in the 1960s contributed 0 the 13
percent of the structures' being 2 decades old. During the 1970s
further military-sponsored construction accounted for the 30
percent of the pnysical plan: facilities that were an average of
10 vears old. Exhibit 8~1 provides a detailed breaxdown of the
overall age of the rcoms in DoDDS facilities shortly after the
transfer.

At the time uf data cecllection one building that represented
S percent Of the roocms built in the 1950 to 1959 period had been
totally replaced. Three buildings in the representative sample
had received authorization for major construction projects. and
an additional six schools were involved in planning for major
construction. Upon completion of all 4 projects. 10 percent of
the student capacity of the schools in the sample will be in

facilities built since 1979.
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PURPOSE OF ROCM

YEAR OF

CONSTRUCTION ALL ROOMS EDUCATICMAL AUXILIARY
Pre-1940 3% 28 &%
1940-49 2% 23 ' 3%
1950-59 523 50% 55%
1960-69 13% 15% 11%
1970-79 30% 31% 27%

EXHIBIT 8-1

YEAR OF CONSTRUCTION OF ROOMS IN SCHOCL FACILITIES WHEN
TRANSFERR%PSFROM MILITARY SERVICES TO DoDDS
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Tours oI school facilities planned by those in the field can
result in conjured images of a system comprised of Butler build-
ings. converted stables, and warehouses. The 1980 data for the
representative sites provide evidence of the presence of these
facilities: however, they are the exception (Exhibit 8-2). In
1980, prefabricated structures housed 9 percent of -all DoDDS
rooms, with more than half of these being prefabricated struc-
tures designed for use as school buildings. Adjusting these data
for completed new construction, the proportion of the buildings
that are prefabricated has been reduced by DoDDS to 7 percent.
LoDCS does have its fair share of converted structuras, with 2
out of every 10 rcoms housed in a building designsd for a purgpose
other tran that of a school.

The facilitiss visited are located on sites ranging in size
from 1 o 35 acres, with a median acreage of 4. ZIxhibit 8-3
provides a comparison of average stateside acreage requirements
for gchool sites amona the 38 states having such requiresments
with actual mean site size among DoDDS schools in the represen«
tative sample. The means suggest that DoDDS ccmpares favorably
at the elementary level. However, a few schonls on particularly
large sites account for this. Less than 20 percent of DoDDS
schools at all levels are on sites of the size recommended for
stateside facilities. Daia are not available that would allow a
comparison with currently occupied stateside schools, nor is the
number o~f stateside construction projects having received waivers

from acreage requirements known.,




PURPCSE OF ROCM

ALL RO™MS EDUCATIONAL AUXILIARY
School Design 83% 84% 8l%
Masonry/Wood 73% 78% 79%
Prefab 5% 7% 2%
Other Design 17% 16% 193
Masonry/wWood 13% 12% 14%
Prefap 43 3% 5%
EXHIBIT 8-2

DISTRIBUTION OF ROOMS IN DoDDS SCHOOL FACILITIES WHEN
TRANSFERRED FROM MILITARY SERVICES
BY TYPE OF COMNSTRUCTION
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MEAN ACRES PER SITE

PERCENT OF
STATESIDE LoDDs DoDDS SCHOOLS
MINIMUM SAMPLE BELCW STATE~
SCHOCL LEVEL REQUIREMENT* ACTUAL* " SIDE AVERAGE
Elementary 7 7 76%
Junior High/Middle 16 9 80%
High School 23 11 75%

*Source: "State Requirements Survey for School Construction
K~12, 1981." State Requirements Survey Task Force, American
Institute of Architects.

**Source: DoDDS 1980 Sarvey of School Facilities, representa-
rive sample sites,

EXHIBIT 8-3

COMPARISON OF ACREAGE REQUIREMENTS FOR
STATESIDE AND DeDDS SCHOOL, SITES
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The location of schools on small sites is not 2 matter of
policy. DoDDS' current guidelines recommend acreage that com-
pares well with stateside acreage. However, siting of facili-
ties, addressed later in this report: is one of the major
ohstacles encountered in construction programs.

Overall., the data suggest DoDDS is not making maximum use of
the space available: In the fall of the 1981-82 school year,
enrollment at the representative sites was at 84 percent of capa-
city. However: 3 out of 10 schools had enrollments exceeding
capacity:, cn aver.ge by 30 percent. All but one of these over-
utilized facilities had been bull: in the 1950s or 2arlier. One
third of these have since received authorization ‘o proceed with
major construction. Generalizing from these datar slightly more
than 1 out of every 10 schools is aged and overcrowded yet not
authorized to engage in major construction. " This suggests a need
for a continuing aggressive major construction Program.

Ratings of the School Facilities

Data collectors were requested to rate various aspects of
the school plants they visited. Given the few days they .spent on
site, only th2 most obvious features of the buildings were rated.
What does result is a cursory description of the facilities. The
reports are generally favorable and are corroborated by reports
from the prinzipals and teachers who are famiiiar with the
facilities, At a number of th? gites visited., data collectors
found rating difficult, since different parts of the facility
were constructed at different times and represented extremes on

the scale.
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The grounds of the schools, tended under support agreements
with the military, are well cared for at 8 out of 10 sites. The
axterior of buildings also provides a positive impression over-
all. Only one-gquarter of the sites were reported to evidence
gsome <decay. and none were rated as dilapidated. On the inside.
the building floors were reported to be clean and the walls and
ceilings in good condition. ZExhibit 8~4 summarizes selacted
aspects of the ratings of school facilities as reported by data
collectors.

Perspective of Those in the S$chools Daily

The opinions of principals: teachers, and students in srades
5 through 12 were requested regardiag the physical condition of
specific aspects of their schools' physical plant {Zxhibit 8—3).
Ov;rall the ratings were on the satisfactory side {above 2.5) of
a four-point scale, and three-~quarters of those asked rated their
schools favorably or equally with stateside schools they have
known. Teachers proved Lo be harder raters of the facilities
than school principals. Students were less positive thaan
teachers when asXed about their own classrooms and more positive
regarding other features of the school.

Principals and teachers were most positive about the physi~
cal condition of the classrooms, giving these rooms a higher
rating than other attributes of the school plant. On a scale
where 2.5 would be the mean, exactly halfway between very satis-
factory and very unsatisfactory, principals rated the facilities

highest with a mean score of 3.0. Teachers and students were in
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CONDITIONS PERCENT OF SCHOOLS

Grounds

Attractive and Well Tended 48% ’
Unattractive but Well Tended 32%
Attractive but Unkempt 16%
Unattractive and Unkempt 3%

Building Exterior

Like New 10%
Good Condition 67%
Some Decay 23%
bilapidated 0%

Hallway Floors

Like New 18%
Good Condition £3%
Moderately Deteriorated 24%
Badly Deteriorated 3%
Extreme Variation 3%

Hallway Walls & Ceiling

Like New 15%

300d Condition 59%

Moderately Deteriorated 23%

Badly Deteriorated 0%

Extreme Variation Kk
EXHIBIT .~4

RATINGS OF THE PHYSICAL PLANT

L 8-9
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GRADE 5-12

PRINCIPALS TEACHERS STUDENTS
Classrooms 3.0 2.9 2.9
Gymnasium 2.6 2.3 3.1
Lounges 2.7 42.3 N.A.
Playing Fields 2.3 2.2 2.8
Heating/Cooling N.A. 2.4 2.0
Science lLabs N.A. 2.2 3.1
Nurse's Room 2.4 2.6 3.0
EXHIBIT 8=35

COMPARISON OF MEAN RATINGS FOR
SELECTED COMPONENTS OF THE SCHOOL PLANY
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generzl agreement that classrooms are in satisfactory coadition,
rating them 2.9,

Principals are most critical of the school playvgrounds and
Playing fields. as are teachers. Beoth tyPes of respondents rated
them unsatisfactory with median scores ©f 2.3 and 2.2. Stu-
dents, on the other hand, are satisfied with the playing fields
and playgrounds, rating the heating and cooling systems lower.

The data indicate significant variation in the physical
facilities across DoDDS regions. Teachers report their class-
Tooms are in excellent condition in Panzma but juét acceptable in
the Mediterranean (Exhibit 8-6)}. There is virtuwally no complaint
with the heating and cooling systems ©f schools in Panama, while
in three regions (the Atlantic, Mediterranean, and Pacific) sys~
tems are rated on the negative side ©f a four-point scale. In
all regions, playing fields and playgrounds are rated on the
negative side o the scale.

The schools overall are reported to be in gafe condition
with no known hazardous conditions at 68 percent of all schools.
At the time ©f data collection, 15 percent of the principals
reported a hazardous condition had recently developed that was
awaiting correction. As overall percentages +these are on the
generally positive sides however, lb percent of the schools in
the system experience a continuous or recurring hazardous con-
dition that has vet to be properly tended. For these situations,
concern must be expressed and repair 2nd malntenance services

quastioned.

—
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MEAN SCORE

HEATING & PLAYING FIELDS/
CLASSROOMS COOLING GROUNDS
Germaay-deorth 3.0 2.5 2.1
Germany-South 3.0 2.6 2.3
Mediterranean 2.7 2.9 2.0
Atlantic 3.2 1.9 2.4
Pacific 2.8 2.3 2.3
Panamra 3.4 2.1 2.3

EXHZIBIT 8-6

TEACHERS' RATINGS OF ASPECTS OF
THE PHYSICAL PLANT BY REGION

8-12 o
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Perspectives ©f DoDDS Principals

Fully one-quarter of school principals believe their build-
ings and the classrooms., halliways. offices., and gymnasiums in
these buildings are in excellent physical condition. However,
another quarter of the principals rated the buildings on the
negjative gide. and One~quarter reported their gymiasiums to rate
at the very lowest end of the scale (Exhibit 8~7). The aspects
of the physical plant ©of which principals were most often criti-
cal were the plaving fields and plavgrounds. the nurse's (health)
room: and the area designated for storage of supplies. 1In each

of these areas more than half of the school principals believe

their facilities rate as only fair to poor. Media Resources
Centers or libraries are apvarently one cf the stroger pointé in
the schools. These focal points of educational activities were
reported to be excellgnt by 4 out of 10 principals and good by an
additionai 4 out of 10 principals. The aspects ¢f the physical
plan. most criricized by principals were the playing fields and
playgraunds, the nurse's (health) room, and the area designated
for storsge Of supplies. In these categories more than half of
the school principals believe their facilities rate as only fair
to poor.

Conversations with representatives ©f the military communi-
ties within DoDDS <rtentimes lead to discussions of the impor-
tance of the schools to community life. Sports programs., parti-
cularly at the high school level, caun play a criticai role in the

morale of these American communities abroad. Many commanders

i
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EXCELLENT GOOD FAIR POOR

Buildings 26% 46% 22% 6%
Clagsrooms 24% 513% 19% 73

Media Resource Center/
Library 39% 38% 17% 63

Gymnasium 24% 32% 19% 25%
Playing Fieid/Playgroun 10% 34% 353% 21%
Heajith Rcom 133 37% 1% 19%
Hallways 25% 52% lag 8%
Offices 29% 45% 21% 5%
Staff Lounges 15% 48% 23% 14%
Supplies Storage Room 9% 30% 33% 29%

Records Storage Area 10% 4113 33% 16%

EXHIBIT 8-7

PRIMCIPALS' RATINGS OF THE PHYSICAL
CONDITION OF THE SCHOOL PLANT




look *o the schools when considering how $0 improve and offer a
good quality of life. The physical facilities of the schools at
many sites fall short of expectations with even their own princi-
pals finding them to be less than satisfactory. Many schools
depend on the military for gymnasiums and playing fields.

The Perspectives of Teachers

Teachers were asked to rate the physical condition of vari-
ous rooms and structures within the school plant with partic-
uiar attention given to their own classrooms. Seven out 2£ 10
teachers renorted that their classroom Spaces were eithar excel-
lent or good (=xhibit 8~8). Ratings of the condition ¢£ furni-
ture in these classrooms Sollowed th2 same general pattern as
thnse for the classroom space itself.

Ratings given to ventilation and heating/cooling are par-
ticularly worth noting since these have implicaticns for the
health ©f the students and =school staff; in the area of venti-
lation, 6 out of 10 (&) percent) teachers reported it to be
excellent to good: every fourth teacher (39 percent) reported it
t0 be fair to poor. While this percentage is not particularly
different from the 35 percent of teachers finding the furniture
to'be in fair to poor shape: ventilation systems have health
implications, as do heating and cooling systems, whereas
furniture is a matter of quality of life. Teachers were equally
divided in their assessment of heating and couling systets in
their classrornmsg. One-half rated them excellent to good: one
half fair to poor.

ot
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SELECTED FEATURES EXCELLENT/GOOD FAIR/POOR

School
Classroom Space 69% 30%
Classroom Stortage . 45% 53%
Science Labs 38% 62%
Nurse's Room 583% 42%
Gymnasium 46% 55%
Playing Fields/ 38% 623%
?layground
Teachers' Lounge 46% 54%
Classroom
Furniture 65% 35%
Lighting 80% 20%
Cleanliness 67% 33% i
Ventiiation , 6.3 393
Heating/Cooling S0% 50%
EXHIBIT 8-8

TEACHERS' RATING3 OF PHYSICAL CONDITION OF SCHOOL PLANT -

8-16 245

.t




Each school plant has a variety of special purpose rcoms an:d

facilities which contribute to some aspect of the school's total

program. In order to derive a general perspective of DoDDS'

physical facilities. teachers were asked to rate several of these

other t¥Ypes of resources. Of interest here is the variation
found between the classrooms and these auxiliary resources.
While few teachers rated their own classroms as being in fair to
poor condition {30 percent), twice as many teachers in schools
with science labks found the ladbs to be in £aii to poor condition
(62 percent). The opinions of teachers regarding gymnasiums,
playing fields., and playgrounds reinforce -~.a impression cof faci-
lities that offer less than favorable conditions once one looks
beyond the basic educational program.

The Opinions of Parents

Six out of 10 DoDDS parents interviewed gave the schoc)
facilities their cnildren at+<end a grade of A or 8. The same
proportion give this same grade t5 the plant’'s physical cendi-
tion. Seven out of 10 parents rated the manner in which the

school grounds are maintained with a grade of A2 or B. While °*

DoDDS strives overall to provide an above-average school syatem'

{A or B}, an average grade of C may cartainly be viewed as
acceptable. Only 15 percent of +he parents interviewed reported
the school facilities their children attend rate less than an
average grade (Exhibit 8-9).

When asked if there were any features of the scho:l plant
they particularly liked or disiiked, 47 Percent of thc parents

Ll |
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GRADE

w

(9]

Fail

PHYSICAL CONDITION OF THE SCHOQOL PLANT

OVERALL

FACILITY

27%

UPKEEP OF
SCHCOL THE SCHOOL

BUILDING GROUNDS
22% 36%
36% 3o%
34% 16%
8% 4%
13 5%

EXHIBIT 8-9

FARENTAL GRADING OF THE
SCHOOL PLANT
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listed at least i positive feature: 58 percent volunteered at
least 1 aspect they found troublesome. Exhibit 8-10 lists the
items described by parents.

Interestingly, the features best liked by parents are those
important to their children's education, while features criti-
cized are not associated as closely with what is educationally
important (Exhibit 8-11). The characteristics of the physical
plant of which parents speak positively are seen as being more
important to their c¢hildren's general well-being than to their
education. while 14 percent reported the fea:ure *0 be not very
important to their children's education, only 6 percent con-
sidered tnis same feature unimportant to their children's well-
being. Negative features provide more of a ground for concern
for general well-being than for the children's education. Half
of the parents report the features of the school plant they findi
to be troublesome are very important or important issues in their
concern for their children's well-being. What we find is 3C
percent of DoDDS parents register concern that aspects of the
physical plant impact negatively on their children's well-being,

while 70 percent report no similar concern.

MAJOR CONSTRUCT ION

Until 1978, cogrizant military services had responsibility
for planning, funding, atd construciion of new schecols, major
additions, and renovations. DoDDS facilities were thus totally

at the discretion of the military services. The gquality of
N
t s
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PERCENT OF

. FEATURE LIKED PARENTS*
Close to Housing 7%
Other Iocation Feature . 7%
Well-Designed/Constructed Building 6%
Modern/Complete Facility 43
Well=-Equipped/Appointed 4%
Attractive Exterior 4%
Specific Ext.rior Feature 2%
Fenced 2laying Area 33
P_ayground Well Equipped 4%
Features of Classrooms 6%

v Media Cemnter 5%
Other Specific Features 6%
Other 5%
TROUBLESOME FEATURE

® Dangerous Location 14%
Noisy Location 33
ther Problem with Location 4%

- Inadegquate Physical Education
Facilities 93
Inadequate Playground 8%
Lack of or Inadegquate Cafeteria 13
General Inadegquacy/Poor Agpesarance 3%
Unsafe Features 5%
Building/Grounds in Disrepalir 63
Utilitirs Dysfunctional 43
Design 1d/or School Site ractor 3%
Mo.e T+ . One Building 7%

Building Shared by More Than
One School 2%
Cther 3%

*More than one response permitted.

EXHIBIT 8~10

PERCENT OF PARENTS REPORTING OPINIONS ABOUT
FEATURES COF SCHOOL FACILITIES
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IMPORTANCE TO GOOD FEATURES BAD FEATURES

Children's Education

Very Important 31% i5%
Important 22% 13%
Somewhat Lmportant 32% 28%
Not Very Important 14% 44%

Children's Well-Being

Veryv Important 41% 20%
impeortant ‘ 25% 28%
Somewhat Important 28% 25%
Not Very Important 6% 27%

EXHIBIT 8-11

RATING OF $CHoOIL, FACILITY FEATURES IN
REGARD TO CHILDREN'S EDUCATION AND WELL-3EING

8-21
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school facilities throughout the system was the subject of much
concern. rFormer German Army barracks and f£five-stosy warehouses
converted to school buildings were cited as examples of the
problems resuleing from military responsibility for school con-
struction.

In 1978, DoDDS was delegated authority and responsibility
for the construction program. During the l0-year period prior to
this transfer, the miliﬁary services expended approximately
$101L,500,000 for 45 new construction projects. In the 5 years
since DoDDS toCkx responsibpility, 80 projects with a total value
of $207:461,000 have been appros2d as line items in the military
eonstruction IMILCONM] budget. The average annual number of major
construction projects “funded rose from 4.5 per year to 12. The
annuai constructicon Dudget request is determined jointly by DoDDS
and 0SD. Cnce a bottem line has been established, ODS determines
the projects and the individual aliocazions to e included in the
budget reguest.

Planning for Major Construction

DoDCS has instituted a five-year planning cycle for school
construction. At the local level, 6 out of 10 schools cur-
rently expect to undertaka construction at some future point.
Plans on record at the Regional Office level show the figure to
be 4 schools out of 1G6. ODS reports the worldwide 5-year plan
has a current value of $500 million.

Each Regional Office coordinates a conitruction program

tased on locally expressed needs and the Regional Office staff's

knowledge of the conditions of school facilities. Regional plans




are reviewed and prioritized on a systemwide basis in Washington
by a committee comprised of ODS staff. Once a project is
approved in concept by this committee, the cognizant Regional
Office is informed of the funding level and student enrollment is
approved by ODS, authorization is given to initiate planning and
design. l.and acquisition and 35 percent of design must be com-
plete before 0ODS will consider including it in the MILCON budget
reguest presented to Congress.

The planning and construction of new facilities can be
delaysd considera®ly when & site already in the control of a U.S.
base canno£ be fournd. In such cases negotiations must be under-
taken with host nation governments. and control of the sitvation
is out of the hands of DoDDS. One construction project submitted
to Congress for consideration in the TY83 MILZON budget was held
in the planning stage for 13 yYears awaiting host nation approval
of a site. Given the protlems of sesuring sites when land is not
in U.S. control, it is reported that efforts are directed at
locating schools on bases, frequently at the cost of adequacy of
size and desivability of location. When sites in military
control are used, it is the vognizant commsnuder who has £final say
in site gelection. As noted in a previous section there are
problems with siting decisiont¢ made in the past. One out of five
parents believe their children's school is in a dangerous, noisy,
or otherwise unacceptable location. Two out of five principals

report the space available for playing fields is inadequate.




L)

The planning and building of an overseas school is a complex
process with a worldwide complement ©f participants, each having
the ability to influence the final product. Further, the process
varies to some degree on the basis of the region, militacy ser-
vice to be served, and the country in which the construction is
to occur. At each polnt in the process the emphasis is on gqua-
lity and cost containment. The philosophy espoused by 0DS and
implemented by Regional Qffices is the construction ¢f functional
facilities that are adaptable and flexinle.

Principals at the 10 schnools in the sample currently
involved in a major construction program were generally imgressed
with the level of commitment and support provided by thelr zom-
munity commander. Commanders were reported as becoming involved
in a variety ¢f ways. They assisted in the documentation of
need, participatad 1n selection of a site, provided their cwn
services and those of community engineers in apn advisory capac-
ity, and took a general interest in progress. All but 3 of the
10 principals felt that the school's educational mission had been
foremost in the mind ¢f the commander.

Variation in regional practices and movement ©f stafi
influence the involvement of school-level administrators in the
planning of major construction projects. Seven principals
reported they were priue initiacors of the construction program.
and devoted time to the concept before the Regional Office became
involvedr six continued this involvement after the Regional

Qffice assumed responsibility for getting the plans approved.
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I Best practices stateside recommend local-level involvement

! in school planning. The architects' theory of "charrette" recog-

5’ nizes advantages in a broad~based planning activity. The char-

! EY acter of a community can be reflected in the educational specifi~

1 cations, and people with current classroom experience can bring
new insights as to the best utilization of space. While ODS

' encourages this, the theory is not practiced in all DoDDS

~ regions, possibly because the communities and school staff are

viewed as transient populations that will not be present when the

new or expanded facility eventually is put to use. Practices

also vary as +o the involvement of Regional 0Office educators.

The figure below provides a breakdown of participants at the ;

10 sample schools, showing how participation was not broad at the

early stages and actually decreased once the task of developing

educational specifications was undertaken.

. Number of Schools Reporting Local-level
Involvement in Planning New Major Construction

STAGE OF PROCESS

Type of Individual Identification Development
Involved of Need of Specifications
School Administrators 7 6
Teachers/Specialists 3 1
Parents/Advisory i 1
Committee

LR
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Among the & samplad schools that passed ithe 35 percent mark
for planning and design, 4 reported tne Regional Office facili-
ties engineer was the individual most involved with the project:
at the remaining 2 sites the Regional Office facilities engineer
was the person having the second greatest level of involvement
{(after the military engineers). .

Regional Office personnel are provided guidelines through
DoD Construction Criteria for the planning of new school space.
These guidelines include criteria sn the number of sguare feet
that should be allocated per pupil £or general-purpose ard for
special-purpose rooms. Several states provide comparable gquid-
ance f£or building area and Jeneral and special purpos2 rooms. Ag
with DoDDS, several express this as~a3fange. Guidelines can.alsa
be expressed in terms of maximum allowable square feet per
student. This is done by ll states and by DoDDS through recently
circulated guidance. ZExhibit 8-12 compares the average of DoDDS
guidelines with the stateside guidelines. DoDDS allows larger
total building size than stateside {on a per-s<udent basis) at
the elementary level but specifies fSewer square feet per student
for schools serving junior liighand high school students. DoDDS
guidance is more generous than stateside in terms of .recommended
classroom size for general-purpose rooms, while such guidance is
less generous as regards special Purpose rooms for which compara-
tive data are available.

A difference noted between DODDS and stateside guidance is
the more restrictive nature of DoDDS guidelines. Whereas both -
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SQUARE FEET

PERCENT
oDDS S'TATESIDE DIFFERENCE

Maximum Tootag. Per Student

Elementary School 97 9l + 6.6%
Middle,/Junior High 110 126 -12.7%
High School 125 145 «16.0%

Average Net Footage

Elementary Classroom 95¢ 834 +13.9%
Secondary Classr om 850 838 + l.4%
Home Ar+ts Rocom 1750 1743 + 0.4%
Music Room 1100 1162 ~ 5.3%
Industrial Arts Shop 1750 1849 - 5.3%

Source: ©DoD cons*truction cri<eria DOD4270.1-M, June 1, 1978,
pe. 3-79 to 3~85, "State Requiraments Survey for School. Con-
struction K-12, 1981." State Raduirements Survey Task Force.

American Institute of I.cchitects. DoDDS guidance, August 1982,

EXHIBIT 8-12

COMPARISON OF DoDDS SQUARE FOOTAGE GUIDANCE
WITH 3TATESIDE GUIDANCE
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DoDDS and states provide ranges of minimum and maximum recom-
mended Iootage, stateside planners and architects have a broader

range within which to work. particularly where special purpoase

rooms are concerned. Furthermore. DoDDS ig curréntly enforcing

the minimum guidance as the maximum allowable footage for plan-
ning.* Thig flexibility, particularly useful in the construction
of small schools, is available *o DoDDS planners through waiver.

Construction of the Facility

Construction ©f schools must conform tQ DoD Construction
Criteria. Znforcement of “he criteria is the responsibility of
the division of engineers of the military service in charge of
overseeing the construsticn project. The criteria are augmented
by ODS only in rhe area of sguare footage allowances. One
Regional QOffice repor=ed having preapared its own school related
supplement to> the DOD criteria.,** a supplement neavily relied on
by the engineering division. It contains functioral criteria
that provide specific recommendations for constructing and equip-
ping scheol buildings. By maxking these avaiiable, the Regional
Qffice is assurad that contractors will install windcws that are
sefe for heavily traveled hallways. cabinets that are reachable

oy six-year olds. and sinks that meet the needs ©f an industrial

*March 4, 1982, Policy Guidance tO Engineers of all Services
Regarding DoD Construction Criteria.

**Orher regions include additional criteria on a project speci-
fic basis via the educational specifications.
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arts educatisnal program. o such guidance is available on a

worldwide basis.

Construction Policy

Current. practices at 0ODS regarding planning for construction
are based on a £irm determination to not overbuild. This was
reported as being accomplished by adhering strictly to the mini-
mum footage guidelines provided in the Construction Criteria and
by projecting enrollments based on "hard" troop strength projec-
*ions rather than on the future strength figures used by local
military installations in their construction planning cvcles. To
accommodats future changes, Regional Offices ares instructed o
design new construction with the caz:kility for future expansion.

oDs insistence on this policy and decisions: guided by a
desire to impact as many sites as possible within *.ae budget
limitations, can lead to friction be-ween 0ODS and “he Regional
Nffices, whicn serve as *he pressure point in the system. They
must plan and design construction projects within the criteria
enforced by 0D$. They must also deal with representatives of
military communities who are not only anxious to have the best
schools possible but may bring pressure to build schools in
accordance with local projections of troop strength that are
guiding their own building programs.

Many military commanders are critical of the manner in which
DoDLC is managing the construction program in terms of the size

and budget constrain¥s besing imposed on individual facilities.
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Similar concerns are also voiced by Regional 0ffice staf? who are
reguired to build within nonforward-looking enrcliment projec-
tions and square footage criteria.

The school construction program is tightly controlled by
GDS. Pinal decisions as to scrool size ari funding are made at
this level. Once construction is underway. change orders must be
approved by ODS, with the exception of changes responding to

site-based problems which the division of engineers or site

representative has acvthority to approve. This guards agéinst

capricious and cost inflating changes and enccurages field

personnel to make sure that they receive sound designs.

MINCR CONSTRUCTION, REPAIR, AND MAINTEMNANCE

New construction valued at l2ss than $209.000* and repair
and maintenance services are funded under the Operations and
Maintenance [0&M] Tudget of DoDDS. The services are provided
tarough the military which charges DcoDDS funds directly. Inter-
service Support Agreements [ISAs] ars negotiated between DoDDS
and the military services for the pProvision of reoccurring O&M
services to schools under Defense Retail Interservice Support
[(DRIS] Regulations. Approximately 150 1SAs cOvering all aspects
of logistics support services are in effect DoDDS-wide. They
range in comprehensiveness from school complax to worldwide. A
General Accounting Office report indicates that 44 percent of

these ISAs were expired at the time of audit and had not been
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renegotiated.* sSipnce the tine of the GAD audit, this situation
Tias been corrected; all but 9 percent of ISAcs have been renewed.

To determine how much input the schools have in letermining
what ser. .ces they will receive, principals were asked about
participacion in the process. They were evenly divided between
those aware of having been brought intc ISA planning and those
not aware of having any involvement. Provision of data (32
percent of those participating), consultation with the military
(26 percent), and consultation with the Regional Office {16
percen*t) were the most frequei ly reported roles assumed bV
principals.

Beginning with the budget for FY79, DouDS-wide 0O&M has
averaged $20 million 2nnuaily. This contrasts with an $8 millien
annual budgetr for the preceding 4 -year period. This incerease has
heen deliberate on the part of DoDDS. Honrecurrent mainte-
nance, repair, and minor construction are funded orn a project
specific basis. This portion of the budget is reportedly.being
emphasized in an attempt to upgrade neglected facilities.

Planniry for Minor Ceonstruction, Maintenance: and Repair Services

£ach Regional 0ffice requires scheol principals to identify
and report. on an annual basis, projects requiring engineering
Sur °ort. Regional (Qffices annually provide a22ministrative

instructions to the schools to be referenced when preparing lists

*Report to the Secretary of Defense: Management Cuntrol of the
Department of De-ense Overseas Dependents Schgols Needs to Be
Strengthened. U.S.|General Accounting Offi~-- GAO;/HRD=-83-3/
Novenber 4, 1982. *°°
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of crajects. These describe the principal as having initial
responsibility for prioritizing projects and mey or may not
include specific guide) nes for accomplishing this., In those
regions having an intermediate structure, priorities are reas-
signed at this level. Regionwide liseg are then prepared. The
schedule for such reporting varies by regicon, as does the lower
dollar limit for what should be reportad.

Two=-thirds ¢f the schools visited reported that their fell
raguest for minor construction or nonrecurring maintenance and
repair had been approved. At the ramaining one-third of schools
SOme portisn ¢I the reguest was denied. These denials generally
came from the Regional 0ffice. At sligh:tly under 30 percent of
all DoDDS scnools some ra2pair, renovation, or expansion deamed to
be needed by the principal will not be undertaken becauss it was
not auchorized for the next school year. The average value of
the projects not included in the DoDDS budget request is $26,700.
In 80 percent of the cases principals wers told reduestis were
being denied due to lack of funds. In 40 percent of all cases
principals were informed the reduested project had a leow
priority.

While the value of the oM program is reported by QDS and
the Regional Qffices as being developed from the bottom up, not
all schools take the expected next step once they have been
notified of their authorized budget. Principals at only slightly

more than half the schools visited reported having a written plan

describing the services the schools gould require, Repair and




maintenance plans were available at 6] percent c¢f all sites, with
minor construction plans at 46 percent of all sites.

Where maint.enanc2 and minor construction plans are developed
the responsibility is apparently deemed important enough to not
e delegated. The school principal and engineer participated in
the process at 9 out of 10 sites having plans. Exhibit 8-13
describes the sources to which principals turn to document school
needs in this area and project the provision of services. While
schools having EPAs and complex coordinators were visited,
principals ¢id not report :ha§ persons in these positions are
participating in the planning process.

where plans exist, they typically identify the time £frame in
which specific services or projects should be uyndertaken (77
percent}, assign priorities to these projects (85 percent} and
include cost estimates for the work (85 percentj- These sched-
vles for minor construction, maintenance, and repair services
range in scope from one-year projections uo six-year projections,
averaging three years forward.

At about three-fourths of the tites visited the engineers of
the supporting military installations reported having been invol-
ved in projecting the schools' requirements for the upcoming
school year and planning the repair and maintenance program.
Slightly less than one-third of these engineers reported that
they review this program and the schools' needs for se¢ vices with
school personnel. The process described by tpe others 3id not

mention school involyement. wWhat schools do most frequently is

‘:'l:




PERCENT OF

REPORTED PARTICIPANTS SCHOOLS
School Principal 93%
Base Engineer 87%
Teachers 67%
Regional Office/Facilities 63%
Agssistant Principal . 373
Other School Staff 43%
Xaegional Office/Fiscal 37%
Schao . Ufficer 30%
schcol Advisory Committes 23%
Cormunity Cemmander 173

EXHIBIT 8-13

INDIVIDUALS PROVIDING INPUT TO PLANNING
FOR REPAIR, MAINTENANCE, A!D MINOR
CONSTRUCTION AT SITES HAVING SUCH PLANS
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refer to earlier requests or their own inspection of the premises
{Exhibit 8-14). Roughly the same proportion of engfneers are
‘nyolved in projecting school .eeds for minor construction. The
nature of engineers’' involvement in this process varies across-
sites, ag is shown in Exhibit 8-15. -
Engineers were asked to rate the adeguacy of the schools'
planning Processes to ensure that proper services are received.
Overall, the processes were seen as adequate at 61 percant of the
schools, and the sane proportion of engcineers ware generally
satisfisd {65 percent) with the schools' abilities to communicate
their needs. However, these data do suggest that at every third
school:, administrative staff are not adeguately projecting the
services that will be required during the upcoming school year.
Where this oOccours., it is likely that provision of services to
schools cannot readily be incorporated into the work schedules of
the enginger's office. then asked if modifications in the
planning process would enable the military %o be more rasponsive
to school needs, 7 out of 10 engineers had definite suggestions
for improvement. Of these, 43 percent indicated a need for
long-range planning. while 31 percent cited a need for improve-~
ment in the way school Persconnel participate in the process of
anticipating the services their facilities will require. Three
out of 10 engineers giving recommendations be¢lieved services to
schools would improve if the schools would designate single
individuals to work with the engineering offices. These are the .
englineers for the 20 percent of all schools that have not yet

instituted such a Hﬁ#ptice‘
8-35
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P ROGRAM

PHYSXCAL
METHOD USED FACILITY EQUIPMENT

Inspection by Service Provider 613 67%
School Regquests 67% 33%

Joint Review with 3chool
Personnel 19%

Instructions from Regional Office 143
Referznce ty Porsard Plan as.

As Specified by Regulaticn

Other 6%

EXHIBIT 8-14

METHODS USED BY ENGINEERS TO ESTABLISH
F.NNUAL SCHOOL PROGRAM FOR MAINTELAMCE AND REPAITR

63
8-36




% OF THOSE % OF ALL

INVOIVED ENGINEERS

REPORTING NOT ENGAGING
ENGINZER'S ROLE . ACTIVITY IN ACTIVITY

Frocess Paperwork . 41% 65%
Estimate Costs 29% 71%
Develop Plan 71%
Provide Guidance NLA.

-

Qther Invelvement NeA.

EXHIBIT 8-15

NATURE OF BASE ENGINEERS' FARTICIPATIOW
IN PLANNING SERVICES FOR THE UPCOMING SCHOOIL, YEAR

N,
8-37
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The apility of school staff o properly communicate school

needs to military resource managament of fices is an important one

since 86 percent of the engineers refersnce school raguests (67

percent) or jointly review school maintenance and repair nceds

{19 percent) with school gersonnel. First~hand inspections of

the plant =y the service provider are condu 24 at 61 pereent of
sc¢hools visited at the time plans are developed.

Before projects of $100,000 or more zan be undertaken they
are raferred to Washington for approval. The Reglonal 0Offices
have approval authority below this amount. Further delegation of
approval authority to principals varies across ! wgions. Princi-
pals’ authority may be limiszed at $500, $1,000, or $2,00C, rased
on the type of project, the region in which the schoo. iz loca-~
ted, and local engineers’ practices regarding use of precommitted
funds.

Prcvision of Minor Construction, Maintenance., and Repair Services

Visits for formal planning purposes arz not tne only ones
made to schools. Nine out of 10 schools are visited by a member
of the engineering office staff at least once a month. Seven out
of every 10 schools receive visits at leas* weekly, and at 2 out
of 10 schools the relationship wi“n the military resource manage-
ment office is sueh that a member of the office staff stops by on
a daily basis {Exhibit 8-16). Larger schools are visited mcre
frequently than the smaller ones, a positive sign, since it might
be assuned they would require more attention. Communication with

the school prineipal and personal contacts and visits were cited
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FREQUENCY

Less Than Once a Month
Once a Month or More
Once 2 Week or More
Twice a Week or More

Daily

FREQUENCY OF ENGINEER OFFICE STAFF

268

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT SIZE

ALL
SCHOOLS

LESS THAN 400

200 OR MORE

9% 13.3%
87%
53%
13%
0%

EXHIBIT 8~-16

VISITS TO SCHOOLS

8-39
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by 78 percent of the engineers as the most important factors
affecting the resource management office's relationship with the
school.

All schools visited were reported to be follewing appro-~
priate local channels to obtain routine maintenance and repair
services during the course of the school yvear. Written work
orders and telephone reguests are used by all but 11 percent of
the schools (Exhibit 8-17). What constitutes appropriate
channels varies throughout DoDDS, primarily as a function of the
branch of the service with which individual schools work. while
policies exist that outline resvonsibiliiies in the process of
providing engineering support, irplementing guidelines are under
development and not currently available, aliowing for even
greater variations to occur in practice.

L.ocal engineers are generally satisified with the Process bty

which maintenance and repair servies ara provided (63 percent)

and recommenditions for improvement were 9ffered by only one-
third of those interviewed. These suggestions varied tremen-
dously. Four of the 38 engineers did suggest improving the
responsiveness of the Reglonal 0ffice. Three suggested that the
schools should have g -eater ability to authorize services.
Maintenance and re, air services arranged through the mili-
tary may be provided by a variety of means. A combination of
contracts with host national or U.S. companies overseas and

direct hire of local nationals is the approach used most

269




PROCEDURE PERCENT
Written Work Order Only 27%
Telephone Only 14%
wérk Orders and Phone Calls 49%

Other 1is.

EXRIBIT 8-17

PROCEDURES USED TO REQUEST SERVICES
OF ENGINEERS' UFFIZLES

8-41
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frequently (Txninit 8-18). it 3 out of 10 schools more than 7%
vercent of the DoDDS maintenance and repair dollar is spent under
1 or the other method. Custodial services are provided almost
exclisively under contract,

Reports of engineers suggest the contract mechanism is used
because Oof cost-effectiveness. However, there is some division
cf opinion as to whether this mechanism 18 cost effective or more
cestly: provides more or less flexibility: or allows for better
quality and more supervision or less control over gquality,
Jpinions are similarly divided in regard to direct hire of loeal
nationals (see Exhibit 8-19).

Current procedures within DoDDS allow lead Principals of
school comPlexes to determine whether copies of contracts (or
syopses) will be given to principals of individual schools.

Oniky one-third of the principals reported having copies of all
the contracts describing the services their schools were o
receive. Ano*her third had copies of some contracts but not all,
and at the remaining schools there was no documen:t for Personnel
at the school for reference in finding out if the school was
receiving its entitled services,

of those principals who did have copies of contracts,
three-~guarters reported that they conduct reviews of the content
of such zontracts, half at least annually. Such reviews ara
undertaken to determine if regquirements have changed with changes
in school operations or the educational program, or to determine

if modifications in contract requirements would solve problems

8-42
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MAINTENANCE
AND REPAIR

Under Contract

Diresct Hire/Local
Nationals

irect Hire/U.S.
Civilians

Mjiljtary Personnel

CUSTODIAL

Uinder Contract

Direct Hire/Local
Nationals

Direct Hire/U.S.
Civilians

Military Personnel

PERCENT OF SERVICES

75-99% 50~-74% 25-49%

5% 11% 16%

14% 14%

0%

5%

EXHIBIT 8-18

PERCENT OF ENGINEERS REPORTING METHODS
FOR PROVIDING SERVICES TO THE SCHOOLS
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SOURCE OF SERVICE

LOCAL u.s.
NATIONAL CIVILIAN MILITARY
CONTRACT HIRE HIRE PERSONNEL

ADVANTAGES

Cost Effective

More Flexibility

Better Quality Work

More Control/Super-
visor

More Knowledgeable
of Codes, etc.

Greater Availabilicy

Understand 0U.S.
Operations

Setier Jommunications

Otter

Yot Applicable

DISADVANTAGES

More Costly

Lacks Flexibility

Low Skills/Training

Less Control over
Qualiiy

Lacks Familiarity
with Codes, atec.

Communication ?rob-
lems

Scheduling Problems

Demeaning

Other

Not Apprlicable

EXHIBIT 8-19

ENGINEERS' PERCEPTIONS OF
METHODS OF SERVICE PROVISION
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“he schools are having with the adeguacy of contracted ser-
vices., Of principals conducting such reviews, roughly one-tals
reported noticing that their requirements had in.eed changed:
almost all of the principals noticing these changes felt they
were significant enough to seek a modification to the documenc. .
Using the reciprocal of the figures just cited, one Questions the
adequacy of contracts now in effect at the roughly one-halZ of
all schools where principals do not have copies of concrace
documents or, if they do have them, have po" undertzken to
analyze these documents for adeguacy.

Three-Zourths of the school principals (73 percent) were
aware ©of having received guidance from DoDDS intended to assist
them in making decisions about maintenance, repair, and minor
construction. Almost all recalled receiving formal written
directives {36 percent). This was augmented by informal guidance
from the Regional Qffice a2t 59 percent of the sites +visited.
Seven out of 10 principals had cause to refer to the guidance,
and all found it to be useful. )

Minor construction projects unéertaken by the schools muse
conform with DoD regula*ions, standards, and criteria. as well as
various codes of the hogt nation. Half of the schcols visited
had unde.taken a minor construction project during the preceding
school Year. Principals at two~-thirds of these schools were
aware that such projects must follow certain guidelines. Very
tew problems or limitations were graced to these guidelines by

either school principals (15 percent) or military engineers

-45

8
v 274

Ll




(14 percent). At only one school was the probleéem seen :o be a
major one that had not been satisfactorily resolved. The
revorted problem was with DoDDS allowances for square footage
promulgated in 1978, which were seeén as being out-of-date and
having a direct negative impaét on the school's educational
program.

One~half of the installation engineers reported having no
problems meeting scnool needs in the area of minor construction:
Among those tnat 3id, ore-half fel%t that the nature of the fund-
ing cycle was thne major source of the prodlem. Four oun of 10
antributed iz to a lack of lzad timeé hetween the receipt of an
authorized rezuest for service and the Ccompletion date expected
by the school system.

The importance of forward planning over an extended pericd
is closely linkad to the DoDDs funding cycle:r tre requirement for
Regional Office (and ODS) approval, and the %ime required to

accemplish design activities (in the case of minor construction)

‘ u
and procure contractor support for ali but the smallest projects.

The entire cycle from school identification of need to cémpletion
of workx requires 20 months in Germany, where one~half of all
schools are located (Exhibit 8-20).

All in all, the engineers interviewed believed the services
the schools are receiving rate very high. on a five-point scale
the mean score given by the engineers to their school services
was 4.4 {(Exhibit 8-21). Engineers at schools on Navy installa-
tions rated their services nighest (4.8), followed by those on

Bir Force {4.4) and Army installations (4.2}). These eugineers
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IDENTIFY FY83 REQUTREMENTS
SUEMIT WORK ORDERS
TY82 PROJECT TUNDING PROVIDE BUDGET ESTIMATES

SUBRMIT LIST TO DODDS
REGION

FY82 PROCUREMENT

DoDDS REGION COMPILES
PRICRITIES

ISSUZ DESIGN INSTRIICTIONS

FY82 WORK ACCOMPLISHMENT VERIFICATION BY EZNGINEER

®v84 IDENTIFY REQUIREMENTS PROJECT DESIGN
FY24 SUBMIT WORK ORDERS

F¥g84 PROVIDE BUDGET PROJECT FUMNDS REQUIRED
ESTIMATES

FyY84 SUBMIT LIST TO DoDDS
REGICON
"

4
P

FY84 DoDDS REGION QOMPILES
PRIORITY }

PROCUREMENT

FYg84 ISSUE DESIGN:
INSTRUCTIONS

WORK ACCOMPLISHMENT

EXHIBIT 8-20

APPROVAL., DESIGN. AND CONSTRUCTION CYCLE °
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BASE EMGINEER'S ENGINEER'S PERCEPTION OF
RATI NG PRINCIPAL'S OPINION

All Schools 4.4
Air Force 4.4
Army 4.2

4.3

EXHILIT 8-21

MEDIAN RATINGS OF MAINTSNANCE AND REPAIR SERVICES
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believe school principals would:, on the average, give the ser-
vices lower ratings than the eagineers give them {(a 2.9 compared
with the engineers' 4.4.. The principals &c¢ indeed give them a
lower rating--2.8. The discrepancy {acknowledged by one-half of
the engineers) was attributed to school personnel's lack of
understanding of the system and how to work with.n it by one-
third of the engineers. Another third attributed the discre-~
pancy in opinions to differences in expectations. Others were
divided among other reasons. Some of these differences in
expectations may result from the school staff not having copies
0of documents describing the éervices the scho2l is entitled to,
or if they do have copies not having read them.

0f the services provided through the engineers’ offices,
principals are most frequently pleased with tracsh disposal and
custodial services (Exhibit 8-22). They most frequently report
poor or very poor quality service in the area of grounds tending,
nonroutine maintenance, and minor construction.

When they do experience prool%?s with services the nature of
the problem tends to vary with thgﬁ*yne of service {Exhibit }
8-23). Principals attribute problgms with custodial services to
the qui 'ity of the service or workers as .gned to the task (50 .
percent) and the .Lack of supervision of these worksers (.7 per-
cent)-~~a problem with contrac’ work alsoc reported by the engi-
neers. Grounds tending problems are most often those of guality
(31 percent) and incomplete service or nonperformance {31 per-
cent). The most frequently ci+ted reason for principals' rating

of routine maintenance as poor is that the service is not
oy
849
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VERY
SUPPORT SERVICE POOR POOR

Custodial Serwices 18% 4%
Grounés Tending 32% 8%
Trash Disposal 1%

Routine Main*enance 6%

Minor Repairs 7%

Monroutine Maintenance - 3%

Ainor Construction 123%

EXHIBIT 8«22

PRINCIPALS' RATINGS OF SELECTED
SUPPORT SERVICES

850 279
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TYPE OF SERVICE

GROUNDS ROUTINE  MINOR
NATURE OF PROBLEM CUSTODIAL TENDING  MAIWD. REPAIRS

Service Mot Provided,
In.omplete 18% 31% 24% 11%

Service Not Timely 10% 23% 53% 50%

Service/Workers Not
Dependable 14% 15% 18% 11%

Service/Workers of
Poor Quality 5C% 29% 28%

Lack of Supervision/
Menitoring ; 6% 6%

Shorvcomings in

tatement of Werk 6% 6%

Other

Mean Severity
{3-point sczle)

EXHIBIT 8-23

TYPES OF PROBLEMS WITH SUPPORT SERVICES
REPORTEr B8Y PRINCIPALS

8-51
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in a timely manner. Tully one-half of all the schools
experiencing tnis difficulty. Incomplate work {24 pe.cen:) and
poor quality (29 percent) were f1lso among the reasons given for
low ratings in this area. Timeliness is also an issue with minor
repairs (50 percent), with the quality of these repairs judyged
inferior by principals at 3 out 0f 10 schools. These problems
with the services should no® be dismissed as minor complaints,
Prinpcipals rated all but grounds tending problems on the severs
sroblem half of a five-point scals,

in addition vo 2ifficulties with the services themseives,
principals at one-guarter 0f the schools raported that maiaten-
ance and repair services were denied them a few tines
numerous occasions. This happened less frequently with custodial
and grounds %tending services.

The data indicate the reason for one half of all delays in
securing needed services is the absence of authorization t» pro-
ceed due to lack of funds 149 percent)., followed by the inabilicy
of the engineering office to get to the job immediately (43

percent). Suﬁﬁﬁdelays are found to affect administration of *l.e

educational pfogram at 4 out of 10 schools in the system. At 2

of every 10 échools principals have had to make adjustments
fregquently to class schedules: class size:. and teaching assign-
ments. AL 54 percent of all schcols: educational programs had
been modified or delayed during the preceding 1l2-ponth period
because needed new construction OF repairs hac ..t heen

undertaken.
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The extensiveness of this interference, however, is reported
to be slight bv «he principals. Only 2 principals in 190 reported
moderate to extensive interference, generally resulting from
nonroutine maintenance. minor construction: and »inor repair
{Exhibit 8-~24). The observation is offered that, in the case of
these particular types of services. the situation requiring
attention was probably interfering with the educational program.

Pavments for Services

Once services are provided they are billed by the military
and paid by 20DDS. Sor regulations and those of each service
specify now bills are to be computed. DoDDS does not have
authority to provide installations with guidance for inter-
preting thest regulations. and thus each inszallation imposes'its
own service's interpretation on DoDDS. The data gathered in the
field sups-antia~e that practices vary. and ore school may hot
pay for gserv.ces bhased on the same computations as the next
school.

Engineers were asked %o describe the procedures used to
determine how schools will be billed for utilities. One~third

reported using more than one technigue. At three-quarters of

A
N

3
e

installations utility bills are computed based on the po?ulat“ n

served; the size of the building: or the configuraticn of th

school facility. Such computations are within DRIS reéﬁlat'w

i

DoDDS, however, has not specified acceptable standariged ‘ﬁi
: j} ¥

formulas., At one-third of thz2 schools, reference isfmade;ﬂo

historical data, which are adjusted according to inflation

8-~53



NO
INTER-
SUPPORT SERVICE FERENCE

LITTLE
INTER-

MODERATE
INTER-

FEREMNCE FERENCE

EXTENSIVE
IWS. -
FERENCE

Custodial Services 57%
Grounds Tending S4%
Trasn Dispasal

Routine Maintenarnce

Mincr Rapairs

Nonroutine Main<tenance

Minor Constructicon

29%
32%
24%

3

EXHIBIT 8-24

133

-
.

13
0%
03

I NFTERFERENCE OF SELECTED SUPPORT SERVICES WITH
SCHOOLS' EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS
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for biiling purposes. Metering is usad £ r some components of
utilit@es at chree—gquarters of the schools. This approach
results in billings being a direc= reflection of a:tuwal usage.
Under regulations it is the esponsihbility of school priaci-
pals to verify the receipt of servic s before »ayment is auth-
orized. Principals werne ask~d if they had ever heen overcharged
for services the school had received through the military.
Recognizing that services such as utilities are difficult to
moni-or: while others, such as repair and minos construction, ars
nigh.y visible, 2 out of 10 principals said they had never heen
overchars=zd. One-guarter stated they had heen overcharged ounce
or a ‘ew times. COne in ¢ principzls rojer=ed having no data from

which tc form an opinion. DoDDS _.rocedures require onliy that '’

’ -
T "~

complex coqfdiaating principals receive bills ac.cmpanied by
substantiating &~ ~rumentation since they arfe authorized +o certify
payments. It is the responsibility of these coordinaters to
ascertzain from the subordinate principals if the work was pro-
vided accord. ng to cspecification and as reflected in the

billing.

SUPPLIES AN FQUIPMENT

rel !

t

Requisitioning”
Supplies anc ejuipment are a seemingly mundane concern whose

criticality ;é attainme;.t of educationa. oOblectives is most

apparaent if the materials are not available. Securing. ware-

housing, and distributing supplies z2ad equipment are activit.es
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that can be handled either efficiently or in su-~™ a manner that
resources are wasted and high-level administrative attencicn is
required that otherwise should not be necessary. Furthermore,
school systems., whether stateside or overseas, operate on a
calendar basis. e.g., mid August to mid August in the case of
DobpDsS. Unlixe the majority of stateside school systems: whose
fiscal years run July 1 to June 30, DoDDS runs Qctober 1 to
Septempe. 30, creating a vhasing proPlem for ordering supplies
and eqguipment. Taxtbooks, first-aid supplies, laboratory and
shop eguipnmenit, and wmany office supplies should be availabie at
“he start of a school year or semester L1f they are to serve their
purpese. Delivery delays can be at odds with successful attain-
ment of educational objectives.
The acgquisition system used dY DoDDS was redesigned in 1980
Sarther refined in 1982 in response €0 a aumber of reviaws
audits -“hat resulted in recommendations Eor changs. Under
the curren® system. schools, through their Regional OfIices,
order library ©ooks and textbooxs directiy from vendors and hava
thne materials shipped directly to the aschools. This is intended
to reduce warenousing requirements for such items, reduce the
elapsed time between order and delivery. and minimize the number
of DobDS requisition lines thiat must be processed by the Defense
General Supply Center [DGSC].

Other supplies and equipment are requisitioned through DGSC

’

by the schools through the Regional Offices either for direct
shipment to the school or to mini-warehouses in the regions.

285
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DeDDS Regional 0ffices also obtain materials directly from inven-
h tory managers such as General Services Administration outlets.
There are allowable sources from which school materials may be
obtained with scme variation in sources across regions. ODS is
currently responding to additional recormmendations for improving
the system. ODS reports that in FY84 it will adopt the Defernse
Logistics Agency's Base Operating Support System [BOSS] to
provid: an automated supply: procurenent., and accounting sys-—-
tem ZSor all stateside purchases of suppliss and eguiprent.

"he scheduling and ordaring cf supplies and eguipmert have
nistorically been greatly influenced vy the DoDDS budget cycle,
particularly thes practice ¢f covering teachers' annual salary
increases through a supplemental budget reguest.* Due 0 uncer-
tainties over congressional authorization of the teachers' sup-
plemenzal pay increase, regior . have not raceived authorization
tc fully expend their supplies a2nd equipment Hudgets until
shortly before the cutoif date fOr encumbering these funds.
Regions have taken different approaches to dealing with this late
influx of funés. These practices rainge from keeping logs of

-‘;; -
second~level priority iéé?s (on a school-by-school ba?q§) that

it
can be ordered inume.iategly upon release of funds, to Jn‘e use of
}
committees of Regional ?ffice staff chat decide what new piece of

equipment or what scnool supplies will be ordered for all schools

*Effective wit., the 1983 budget., DcDDS received authorization to
include estimated teacher salary increases in the budget request.
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in the reglon--a practice that ig responsible £3r small schools
in the region naving expehsive audiovisual equipment in each
classroom.

for asy requisitioning process to be effective it 1s abso-
lutely critical tha+ standard procediuresz exist and that they ara

folloved. In issuing the DoDDS Material Management Manual, 0ODS

took a major step in this direction. This manual details the
sources for different =vpes of materials, hcw reguisition forms
are to be completad, the resronsi®ilities of schools and Regional
QOffices, nime Zrames required Zfor delivery, and folliow=-up Droce-
cures.

Almost all of the school Princirais interviewed were famil-
jar with this manual (a few were uncertain of i%, having dele-
gared orocurement responsioiliries to others). Among the princi-
nals Pfamiliar with the procedural dccument, three-guarters had
the opportunity or need to personally review its instrucrions
with the school suéply clerk. Zight out of 10 principals
reported having no significant problems with the manual. The
problems that were reported tended to be .diosyncratic ro the
sehro)l in question.

Principals also report having staudard policies and crireria
that they can foilow when making decisions regarding the purchase
0% supplies and equipment. These policies and criteria have been
found to be useful bY almost all sc¢hool priacipals. In addition
to formal guidance which has been developed at the 0DS, Regional

Office, and school level, principals also seek the guidance of

others at their facility when determining what egquipment and
N
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materials are to be ordered. Eight out ¢of 10 principals report
depending on teachers and specialists quite‘a lot or a lot.
Teachers are follewed Dy staff in the principal's office as the
source fur guidance, providing advice to 7 out of 10 principals.
School AdvisorY Committees and parents are hardly ever involved
in this process at three-guarters of the schocls.

Logisticians tend +t0 recommend, particularly in the area of
equipment, that procurement {and disposal) decisions should be
informed by Iformal studies of usage. Suciht st.liiés are iafre-
guent in the DodHP5 system, which relies exclusivzly on records
XKept at the Regional Office. where decisions Ior re_.lacement are
macde o the basis of 2g2. Haven ou- of 10 schools reporz never
naving formally gathereé data on what suop eguipment is in vse.
Six mut o 10 have never studied classroom or office egquipment.
One~half of the :zhools have given fecrmal consideration to avdio-~
visual equipmen:t (Zxhibi¢ 8-25).

Although principals acknowledge that procurement hag im-
proved since implementation of fhe new system, proklems do con-
tinue to be encountered. Only 3 principals in 10 reported having
no problems when procuring supplies and .Juipment. The length of
time it takes t0 rereive materials and difficulties in tracking
orders were the problems principals most freguently reporied
having (Exhibit 8-26). School principels offered recommenda-
tions for improving the process. Four out of 10 poLDS principals
would like to see more use nf direst processing of orders. and

2 ocut ©of 10 believe batter communication is needed pbetween

8-59
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Regional Office staff that handle these‘oqders ard the schools
(Exhibit 8-27).

The official procurement channels are not +the only avenues
available to scﬁoals to obtain eguipment anq suppl}es. Princi~-
pals can be gquite c¢reative, and teachers can bg guite gererous
with ocut-of-pocket monies: however, vooster org;nizatious appear
to pf the mos: widespread source ©f extra-DoDDS materials. A
full 84 percent ofbthe school pringipals surveyed reported that .
the school, or patrons. of the schooi, had gone to souéces otnex

N

than those officially prascribed ts obtain equipment or supplieés.

»

The most fraquently given reason for doing this was to obtaia the

matarials ia a mora %imely,maqner {69 percent) Or‘}o obtain them
at no cost +o the school (47 percent). Quality and lower cosk
were infrequently at igsue {13 percent).

The problems of %}peliness and incomplete deliveries ars
reported to vary, deépending on the types of materials in Jues~
tion. Home econcmics qppplies: fusical instruments, and large
shop eguipment have both théybest gnd worst track recor@s. The
larg;st proportions of 'complete orders being delivered by the
anticipated delivery date and the largest proportion of no part
of the order being‘recéived by the anticipated dzlivery date .
occurred in these categories of materials. In all but one Fate-
gory asked about, fewer than 2 schools.in 10 had received a com-
plete order by the date they antiéipated (Exhibit 8~28). 1In that
gfeat disappointment is c;used if delivery isiadticipated erfona-

ously, principals were asked what their reference points were,




EXPERIENCE PERCENT OF SCHOOLS

No Problems

Have Experienced Problems

Length of time/late delivery

Difficulties traciag orders
. orders not received/partial receipt
Regional Office staff/staffing

211 other problems

EXHIBIT 8~26

PRINCI;ALS REPORTING PROBLEMS
WITH PROCUREMENT OF SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT

[ B
!\.r
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Regional Oifice staff that handle these oqders ard the schools
(Exhibit 8~27).

The ¢official procurement channels are not the only avenues
avajilable to schoéls to obtain eguipment and supplies. Princi-
pals can be gquite creative, and teachers can bg guite gererous
with out-of-pocket monies: however, bpooster org;nizatiOus appear
to b? the most widespread source of extra-DoDDS materials. A

full 84 parcent of the scnool principals surveyed regorted that

the school, or patrons of tne school, had gone to sourzes othar

than those officially prescribed to obtain equipment cor supplies.

The nost frequently given reason for doing this was to obtéin the
materials in a morz timely manner {69 pelcent) or to obtain them
at no cost 2o the school (47 parcent). Quality and lower cos:
were infrequently at issue {13 percent).

The problems 0f timeliness and incomplete daliveries ar=
reported to vary, depending on the types of materials in Jques-
tion. Home economlcs supplies, musical instruments, and large
shop equipment have both the best and worst track recoris. The
largest proportions of complete orders being delivered by thne
anticipated delivery date and the largest proportion of no part
of the order veing received by the anticipated dal}very daée '
occurred in these categories of materials. In all but one cate-
gory asked about, fawer than 2 schools .in 10 had received a com-
pPlete ordar by the date they antiéipated (Exhibit 8-28). 1In that
great disappointment is caused if delivery is anticipated errone-

ously., principals were asked what their reference points were.

s-s20 91




RECOMMENDAT ION PERCENT QF PRINCIPALS

N

No Recommendation 32%

More Pirect Processing 38%

Better/More Timely Zommunication ' 21%
Vendors in Closer Proximitcy 12%
Inereased Warenousing 95

Better/Mere Guidelines 6%

" EXHIRIT 8-27

PRINCIPALS' RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR IMPROVING THE PROCUREMENT PROCESS




PERCENT OF SCHOOLS

MATERIALS ORDERED HALF

NOT ALL

Textbooks 8%
Workbeoks 20%
Library Books _ 28%
Audiovisual Egquipment 22%

Ar+g and Crafts 27%

Laboratory Supplias . 263

Home EZconomics Supplies
Large Shop Equipment
Training 2ids

Athletic Equipment
Musical Instruments
School Furniture

Routinely Replenished
Supplies

" “EXHIBIT 8-28

PROPORTION OF ORDERS

59%
603
54%
52%
51%
43%

RECEIVED BY ANTICIPATED DELIVERY DATE




The most frequent answer was the date supplied by the vendor or

Regional Office or the date as computed according to instructions

in the Materials Management Manual.

Materials Management -

Once supplies agdxzskipment have been procured they should

ba controlled. The generally accepted method for doing this is
the inventory. Almost all schools report they 4o inventory their
supplibs and equipment. 1In the area of equipment, 97 percent of
the schools report c.mducting inventories; 93 percent inventory
their supplies. The adééuacy and accuracy of the éechniques
schools employ remain an unXnown and are school devised. ODS has
not iscced guidelines for inventories, and no documentation was
found at the regional level prescribing how schools should go
about'doing this.

Once edquipment has been procured it must also ve maintained.
This involves routine maintenance and the repair of machinery
that is broxen down-. T@ége are services to be provided by the
cognizant military community as delineated under Interservice
Support Agreements. Eguipment that is under warranty is to be
returned to the manufacturer for repair. Debéﬁding on the eguip-
ment, this may be a U.s. or host national concern. Other ;quip-,
ment is to be repaired either by military persepnel or .under
repair contracts arranged by the military. Almost all principals
have had experience with direct military repair of equipment.,

three-quarters with host national contracts. and one-half with

manufacturer~provided warranty repair. None of these methods

"
"
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appear *=o be'overwhelmingly satisfactory in terms of timeliness:
principals were only slightly more gatisfied with the gquality of
repair than with its timeliness (Exhibit 8-29). These data sug-
ges: that evefl though schools may be well equipped. they 4s not

always have full advantage of the equipment in their possession.

Quality and Adequacy of Materials

An impressive 80 percent of school staZf believe DoDDS
instructional supplies and equipment are equal to or better than
what they have experienced stateside. In the area of textbooks,
workpooks, library books: media resourcas, and média equipment,
over 80 percent of DoDDS schools wera reported to havs had ade-
quate or very adeguate quantities on hand at the gtart of the
1982-1983 school year {Exhibit 8-30).* The greatast inadequatcy
is found in the area of vocaticnal education equipment (47
percent of.schools) and computer egquipment. 3u< at the time of
this study: computer education was not vet a fully implemented’
DoDDS curriculum. Those schools offsring computer education do
so using eguioment procured outside of regular channels.
Principals rate the pnysical condition of the materials on hand
according to the same patte;ns as they do their quantity.

Students (grades S to 12) and teachers concur in the overall

adequacy ratings given ‘by the principals. On 3 scale of 1 to 4,

*3ased on early reports of problems with ‘late deliveries and the
early fall scheduling of data collection, the question was also
asked for the midpoint of the 1981-82 school year. No differ-
ence was found in the response patterns to the two questions.




R=ZPAIR RECORD MANU?ACTpRER MILITARY

HOST
MATION

No Repairs by This Method 478 8%

Have Used Method 53%

TIMELINESS OF METHOD

Very Satisfied
Satisfied
Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

QUALITY OF REDAIR

Very Satisfied
Satisfiad
DissatisZfied

Very Dissatisfied

EXHIBIT 8-29

SATISFACT.ON WITH ALTERMATIVE
METHODS OF REPAIRING EQUIPMENT

0 296 4

22%
78%




VERY T - VERY IN=-
GANTITY ADEQUATE ADEQUATE ADEQUATE ADEQUATE

Basic Texts . 50% 413 8%
Workbooks 37% . 48% 123%
Library Books 30% 52% 15%
Supplemental Materials 12% 65% 20%
Media Resources 29% . 59% 0%
Media Equipment 34% 543 0%
vocational Education -

Equipment 83 46% 22%
Computer Equipment 4% 133 263
Furniture 10% 8% 18%
office Equipment 17% 63% 17%
Routinaly Replenished

Items 15% 70% 12%

PHVSICAL CONDITION

Basic Texts
Workbooks
Library 300ks
supplemencal Materials
'Media Resources
Media Tquipment
vocational Education
Equipmentz
Comput2r Equipment
Furniture
0ffice Tquipment

EXAIBIT 8-20

PRINCIPALS® RATINGS OF SUPPLIES
AND EQUIPMENT

“4.eg 237




ratings by toth students and teachers are ancve the mean 5% 2.5
in terms of the guality, guantity, variety, and availability of
materials and equipment. ‘ '

Principals in a poqition to judge say there is variation
both across regions and across schools within the region in the
availability of equipment and materials for student use. When
the data reported by teachers are examined by region they support
this perception {Exhibit g-31). Quality is the factor most come
psrable across regions but not as comparable as would be expected

" given the DoDDS curriculum development »lan and procurement poli-

cies that standardize the textbooks and eguipmen*t that can be

ordereq- Differences are more maried in the guantity, variety,
and avzilability aspects that are more sdbject to regional policy
and budget levels. Teachers in Panama tend to rate their
ins:ructional.materials slightly higher than zeachers in other’
régions: +eachers in the A“lantic ra“e their materiais slighe«ly
lower.

tnder the Five-year -Curriculum Development Plan textbooks
and supplemental materials are ordered and financed at the worla-
wide level during the year of implementation. Principals need
not budget for this replacement of instructional .materials.
There are reported instances of this proceés resulting in
excesses,; since the quantities ordered are based on school
enrollmente and ratios, not on how programs are operated at
specific schools. The data suggest (Exhibit 8-32) this may
indeed have happened in the cases of mathematics and music, where

teachers report.quantities of instructional materials “hat are
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QUALITY QUANTITY  VARIETY AVAILARIL.ITY

All Regions 3.1 2.8 2.8 2.7

Germany-Norta . 3.2 . 2.9 2.9 2.8
Germarv-South 3.1 2.7 2.7 . 2.6
Atlantice 2.9 2.6 2.5 2.3
Mediterranean 3.1
Pacific 3.0

Panama ' 3.4

4-point scale

EXHIBIT 8-31 .

TEACHER MEAN RATING OF INSTRUCTIONAL
« SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT

8-70

¢, 299




o

‘ L]
" © PERCENT REPORTINC

INSTRUCTION  EQUIPMENT MLAN RATING®

PROGRAM BY YEAR ' MATERIALS L.es3 THAN OF MATERIALS
CURRICULUM LESS THAW 5 YEARS .

IMPLEMENTED 5 YEARS OLD OoLD QUALITY QUANTITY

1977 Health 59% 68%
Physical Educ. 73% 63%
Social igudies ’ 66% 62%

P
W 0~y
M N

1978 Career Education 80% . 763
Language Arts 70% 7i%

N

* *

1979 Science 76% 713
Special Education 77% 80%
Compensatory Educ. 923% 90%
Career Bducation 808 76%

-

| SRV N NN NN

+ o+ o+ s
[ S SN SN

- L

Mathematics 7% 83%
Special Education 772 . 80%
Compi "satory Educ. 92% 20%
Careeyr Edutation 80% 76%

S SN SR
P —

* * * *
*

Music 92% 82%
Arts &% Humanities 93% 71%

*

Lok Lo N L W w

* *

Foreign Langu.gye 87% 72%
Vocational Educ. — 79% 53%

g_--b W WO =N O D m O
nag MWD DO NN M,

LSS ] W (o
'

W L
.

* *

[

*j-point scale

{ EXHIBIT B8-.:2

/ CONDITIONS OF INSTRUCTIONAL .
MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT COVERED BY THE
~ FIVE-YWAR CURRI.ULUM DEVELOPMENT PLAN

1!,
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o

more than adequate (mean ratings of 3.02 and 3.03 on a 4-point
scale}. Schools themselves may be over-ordering in some subject
areas, particularly readings where one in three teachers reported
instructional materials to be more than adeguate in terms of
quantity. '

Many schools appear to be depending on the Five-Year Cur-
riculum Development Plan to replenish supplies. Four out of 10
schools have not secured new materials for their health programs
since the health curricolum was implemented. Al-hough subject
arsas vary. the curriculum dsvelopment cvele appears “o e
instrumen+tal in the acquisition and replacement of supplies.

The first line of decision making regarding educaticnal
equipmént is with the principal. With input from the %2achers
and ‘within the budget authorized by 0OD§ and the region, princi-
pals determipe what ejuipment will be orderad. With “he excep-
+ion of career education and vocational education, which depend
more on heavy e iipment tian do other subiects, principals raee
the gquantity available toward the more t“han adequate side of *ne
scale (Exhibit 8-33}). Even with vocational education and career-
edication, the quantity of equipment is given ratings above or
equal to the mean of the scale used: however: iﬂ 4 out of 10
achools offering these programs the principal perceives an
idadequate quantity of equipment. It is possible that when
decigsions are made within schools’ budgets, the more costly

programs do not receive 2cual treatment.
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QUANTITY OF
QUALITY OF EQUIPMENT EQUIPMENT

SUBJECT AREA PRINCIPALS TEACHERS PRINCIPALS

Vocational Education 2.8 2.8 2.6
Career Education 2.7 3.0 2.5

Physical Education 2.6 .

9
Music 3.1 0
9

Science 2.8
Mathematics 3.0

S8ocial Studies 2.8

4-point scale

EXHIBIT 8-33

MEAN RATING OF SCHOOL, STAFF
REGARDING AVAILABILITY
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The -Major Construction Program

DobDs is taking an organized approach to upgrading =he most
inadequate of its facilities. The process is a centralized one .

that has essentially délegated only design to the regional level,

while providing philosophical and some procedural guidance.

Any ch§nges that would be recommended in this area are at
the margins of rthe process. representing refinements. For exam-
ple: the square footage allowances in effect are now seven years
old, and tﬁere is evidence that *he¢se aliogé;ces may de limirting
o high schools and small schools. DoDDS éurrently entertains
reguests for waivers of rthese s+tandards. ODS should review rhe
cri;eria and consider develcping alternative critsria or ranges;
;pecifically to accommodate small schools. DoDDS is a systém
wi;h many small schools. Such al-ernatives 2s opposed %0 case-
by-case waivers would help further ensure eguity in tﬁe'cqn-
strucéion program. -

The philosophy of participation in the develovment of educa~-
=ioral specifications and involvement 0f educators in all
decigsion~-making stages ﬁight be furth;r emphasized. There is
currently no evidence to demonstrate problems resulting from the -
iimited‘involvement of educators in planning: however, such pro-
slems wogld not surface for several Years given the number of
vears required for planning, design. construction and occupation W
of school buildings.

The process ag it is carried ocut at the regional level would
benefit froﬁ some improvement in ccmmunications‘between oDS and )

~ . 303 "

Y ) . 8-74




the Regional Offices. Specifically, regional facilities special-
ists might be better able to deal with and resolve pressures from
the military communities with which they deal if they were
invelved more immediately in prioritizing and budgeé allocation
for the worldwide construction program, better informed of the
congressional MILCON budget process: and briefed on the how and’
why of decisions made at 0DS.

. &
Mineor Construction, Repair, and Maintenancge -

The military engineering offices, on which schools depend
for minor ¢onstruction repaif and maintenance, Opera*e according
+o DOD resource mainagement regulations, which require forward
planning and scheduling. DoDDS has not formally implemented a
planning program: thus, what planning occurs is discretionary and
undertaken acéor&ing to methods and procedures agreed to between
school orincipals and engineers. Principals compiain they do not
receive tinely servicés. Engineers manage their offices in such
a way that staff are not available to respond to short-term
reques+s, other than emergencies. Systemwide guidance, briaging
DoDDS in*o conformance with:the system on which i* depends, is
_seen as one means of improving those services. DoDDS has pre-
pared guch procedures and is responding to comments from_the ser-~
vices. I+t ig expected they will be incorpeorated in DoD Manual
1342.6-M-1 and dissaeminated at the s€art of the 1983-84 school
year. We recommend that persons knowledgeable in such proced-
ures, with the interest of the schools their primary objective.,
be available to assist and advise each school individually to

ensure full aud satisfactory implementation.

8-75

‘304




Further improvement in services might also be recognized if

*here were st%ndard procedurss for monitoring. Curren+t methods
%9 ensure tnat schools are receiving the services they are
authorized to receive are lax. School principals and complex
coordinators have no specific guidance as +o how they should go
about doing this, and the branches ©f service are under different
guidance as to how %o report (voucher) the Rrvices provided. It
may be that such monitoring is 2 function best served above the
school or school complex level Jhere comparative da‘a would re
availanle far avalua+tion, yet not 2+ an administrative lavel as
far ramoved as +he Ragional Office. Intermediate level monitor-
ing would minimize *he administrative burden on principals and
alleviate the need %0 train all DoDDS principals in logistical
technicalities. 3y locating the function below a regional leveli
it would be possible :o give greatar and more individualized
attention to what is happeniag at each school or in different
communities. ‘
The current approach :¢ funding the minor censtructicn pro-
gram only adds to delays in undertaking new projects. By using
the appreoach now employeé in the major COnstrucgion program which
separates the authorization of design and execution funds, engi-
neering offices Sould be more responsive to gchools' needs. As
the minor construction program now operates, design for DoDDS
projects does not begin at most military installations until con-,
structién_funds are authorized, with contractors identified after
that point- Combined with the recent experience +hat such funds

Y

are not authorized until late in che fiscal year, the minor
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construction program ends up out of synchronization with the
school vear and the desire %0 undertake the construction during
the summer months. It 1s also not uncommon for funds to be
received to00 late to be fully committed and thus lost at the end
of the fiscal year.

The General Accounting Office recommendation that DoDDS
return to reimbursing the services rather than authorizing tﬂem
to charge DoDDS* funds directly is reinforced by the findings of
this study. DoDDS has indicated that they are returning to a
reimbursable system.

Supplies and Equipment /

while there has been significant impro&gment in the procure-
ment processas anéd procedures used by DoDDS ;h recent years, -
there is room for more improvement. Practices of makiﬁg procure-
ment decisions at regional and ODS levels {when they are not
given jnformation by schools} are Questionable, as they appear to
result in ineguitable distribution of some resources.

Earlier Problems ©f system preakdowns at the DGSC level do
appear to be resolved. The botrtleneck has been moved o the
regional level. This may still be too far removed from the
schools to provide the individwalized attention necessary:when

problems due to late, incomplete, or erroneous deliveries are

encountered. Procurement may benefit by having decision making

and operational functions lopared organizationally closer to the
PO A

schools and by ensuring that the persons inveolved in the process
are gqualified to undertake the task at hand. This conclusion

coming out of the Comprehensive Study is different from that

- 8-77
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reached by DoDDS and leading to tne plans for a centralized

ordering system. It is recommended that the BOSS system he
rigorcusly evaluated once it has veen implemented.

Lacking an inventory system. DoDDS does not know what equip-

ment it owns, although it dces know what has been placed in the

schocls. While this informaticon need not reside at a worldwide.
level it should be routinely ayailable within the system. It
should alsoc be available in a staﬁdarﬁized manner t9 permit
periodic systemwide agsessments of status. At a minimum., the
conduct ©f inventcries fcllowing srocedurses that should Ze
developed by OCS and recognized as managerially sound should be
required of all schools.

The informarion gathered as part of this Comprehensive Study
suggests tnat there may be some inequity in the distribution of
rasources across schools and across ragions. More detailed
analyses of the decision making and funds management regafding

-

supplies and 2quipment ars requirad to fully understand the

reasons bHehind these differences.

-




CHAPTER 9
PUPIL TRANSPORTATION

OVERVIEW OF THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

. The “ransportation of pupils +o and from school., on field
trips, and to extracurricular events is a service provided to
DoDDS on a reimbursable basis by the military communities in
which the schools are located. As indicated in Exhibit 9~1,
principals overwhelmingly report tha* the manner in which “hese
services are provided is either satisfactory &ér very satisfac-
tory. Some variation occurs in the provision of services ‘across
regions, mogt notably in regard o reliabiiity {(Exhibit 9-2).

Seven of every 10 ?rincipals report that these services are
fully supportive of the!school's ability to offer a £full eduéa-
t+ional program znd to make §hat program available ¢+o all stu-
dents. #uiside of the core educational program, transportation
services are regorted as supportive of field trips at & of every
10 schools and of extracurricular events at only one-half.of the

. schools.

DoD has delegated responsibility for school bus safety to
the installation commander providing the service and not to
DoDDS. Whil~ the data indicate safety to be satisfactory at 86
percent of schools, there is room for concern in this area: 14
percent of DoDDS bus riders use transportation services at the 16
percent of schools +here principals rated safety as unsatis-
factory or very.unsatisfactory. Roughly the same percentages

+

reappear in the response of transportation officers to the query

P
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VERY VERY

SATIS~ SATIS- UNSATLS- UNSATIS-

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS  FACTORY FACTORY FACTORY  FACTCRY

- " Safety 28% 37% 10% 6%

: Quality 32% 62% 63 13 '
Reliability 6% 57% 53 , 2%
Adequacy 32% él3 63 1%
WPERCENT DISTRIBUTION
OF B1JS RIDERS

Safety 313 553 8% 3%
Quality 423 543 43 0%

i Reliabiltity 41% 553 2% R
Adequacy 343 54% 12% 0%
*Less than 0.5%. -

EXHIBIT 9-1 ’

PRINCIPALS' RATINGS OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES _
AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS
RIDING BUSES
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SAFETY QUALITY RELIABILITY ADEQUACY

ALL RFGIONS 3.1 3.2 1.2 3.2 °

Garmany-North 3.0 3.2 3.0 3.1
Germany=-Soath 3.2 3.9

Atlantic

Mediterranean

Pacific

Panama

4-point scale.

EXHIBIT 9-~2

PRINCIPALS® MEAN RATINGS OF PUPIL TRANSPORTATION
SERVICES BY REGION
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regarding how fraquuntly they conduct required reviews of safety
with 15 percent not conducting reviews of venicles and 19 rercent
not'conducting raviews of school bus loading and unloading arsas.
Systemwide, vehicle reviews are on the average conducted once a
month, and reviews of loading/unlohding &rras twice a month.
Tacal level military transportation officers and school
principals typically confer to project the school's needs for
rransportatidn. This information iséchanneled Qp %0 Rezicnal

Dffice and Command levels %y the =ilitary where Interservice

Support. Agreements are generally negectiated. The school sgfiem

provides tée busing recuirements, the military estimates costs.
At the local level, transportation decisions are guided by
policy that describes eligibility for busing and the requirement
that busing services be provided at least cost. Techniques
availadle to control costs include examination of alternative
methods ©of providing services {(e.g.: contract vehicles and/or
persorn.ael vs. military vehicles and/or personnel) coordinacing
bus routes‘across schools, monitering the number of students
traveling individuval routes, ané establishing a commuting area

beyond which parents must arrange for transportation.

THE COST OF STUDENT TRANSPORTATION

Given that DoDDS:a daily ccmmute and field trip transporta-
tion costs account for 10 percent of the total budget {as opposed
to an estimated stateside average of 5 percent for 1982-83),
DoDDS must watch these services carefully. In conjunction

with the military sgervices, DoDDS hag undertaken 2 program to

9-4
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ericourage use ©f economies. A detailed study has been fielded to
assess whether the most’ cosi-effective means is being used at
individual commands. The utility of‘this study to those beyona
the comrunity for assessing effectiveness has, however, been
hindered bv the use of noncomparable data. The noncomparability
~ of information has been reported as a problem encountered by
DoDDS complex coordinators and business manage:s atteﬁbting to
assess the efficiency with which bus services are being provided.
This was alss a problem within the scope of the current °

study. Lacking standardized infcrmation keeping and reporting,
the Jata collected within the frame;o:k of the Compiehensive

tudy are linited and subject £0 numersus constraints. For exam=-
Ple, mileage £figures are understated in that they do not reflect
the miles clocked on field trips: some communities do not charge
boDDS for buses traveling limited distances. The data, neverthe-~
less, do provide the opportunity to examine expenditures in this
area.

@ Exhibit 9-3 provides a comparison of averade stateside

transportation costs with those of DoDDS. The most current data

available on stateside student transportation are for the 1979-80
school year. These data have been adjusted using the Public
Transportation component of the Consumer Price Index. This
component includes salaries, maintenance, fuel, and replacement
costs. 1979-80 data have been adjusted to reflect change between
the average CPI for the period September 1979 through August 1980

" to the full year CPI for 1982,
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STATESIDE

DoDDS ACTUAL ADJUSTED TO
1982-83 1979-30 1282

Transportation Budget $44,242 §$3,833.14%5 -
(5000} ‘ .

Percent of Total Current
Expenditures 4%

To=al Annual Miles (000) 2.831.824

Total Pupils Transported 21,468,044

Parcent of Total Pupils

Annual Milas Per Pupil
Cost Per Mile

Cost Per Pupil Transported

Source: -Survey of DoDDS Scheol Principals, National Center for
Education Statistics. Consumer Price Index for Public Trans-
portation.

EXHIBIT 9-3

COMPARISON OF DoDDS PUPIL TRANSPORTATION COSTS
WITH NATIONWIDE STATESIDE AVERAGE COSTS




As noted previously. the precporuion of the budget for cur-
rent operatior > earmarked for pupil trarsportation is twice as
high within DoDDS as the stateside naticnal average. The propor~
tion of the budget expended on pupil transporsation ‘is. relatad to
several variables. Aamong these are the proportion of enrslled
students using the bus service., the miles traveled per stvient,
variations in the cost of *“el, and the salaries that can be
negotiated for drivers and maintenance crews.

Data are not availakle that would permit comparisona
stateside salaries for transportation with DoDDS. However. in
some countries in whnich schools are located (me:: notadly
Germany) emplovee benefits for those hired ﬁhrough the local
economy exceed those of American nationals, tuus inflating this
component of costs abave statesi@e experience, Dat{ svailable on
fuel costs (for countries where 85 percent 0f the séﬂools are
located) indicate that three-guarters of all DoDDS schools are in
countries where diesel fuel, purchascd on the local economy. is
more exXpensive than that available through the Utsl ecouomy. TO
the extent that conr+acted bus services include fuelﬁsgsts 15
these countries, DoDDS transportation costs are beind driven

higher than gtateside experience. There are no data indicating

5
how much of the fuel used to transport DoDDS commuters is being

purchased locally.

While 22 states traﬁsport a larger proportion of their
students than does DoDDS, and 3 states trangport them farther. no
state transports a larger percentage of .ts students greater

distances than DoDDS. States that most closely approximate DoDDS

- 9-7
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in this respect are Icwa, Xansas. Montana., and Wycming. The
transportation costs in these four states are compared with DoDLCS
costs in the first part of Exhibit 9-4. DoDDS transports 128

percent as many pupils as these states (on average) with the

average DoDDS bus rider traveling 119 percent as many miles as

the average rider across these % states. DoDDS costs per pupil
and costs per mile, however., ara 147 percent and 130 percent,
resbectively. of the average in thase stateas.

There is a general tendency stateside (though not absolute)
for the cost per mile to decrease as the per pupil mileage
increzases. Xansas. Montana, Nebraska. South Dakota, and Wyoming .
are most like DoDDS in terms ©f cost per mile and Mmileage per
supil, DoDDS transports its hus riders 103 percent as many miles
as these 5 states 4o, on average: however. DoDDS does so at 128
percent the cost per mile. While DoDDS's transportation gurden
is higher than ty2ical stateside experiehce. the higher percen-
tage of current revenues spent on transportation Jdoes not appear

to be totally explained by the greater per-pupil mileage,

USE QF SCHOOL, BUSES

Bus transportation services are nearly cniversally utilized .
in the DoDDS setting. Fewer than 4 percent of the schools do not
use buses to assist in pupils’' daily commutes. Among students
interviewed., 52 percent report using school buses as their
primary mode of transportation to and fr;m school. High schools
“ sérve larger areas than elementary schocls and, as would be
expected, a higher proportion of students in grades 5§ through

2-8
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ADJUSTED* COST

$ OF MILES $ OF PER
PUPILS - PER CURRENT PUPIL  IER
TRANSPORTED PUPIL  EXPEINDITURE BUSED  MILE

DoDDS 608 289 10.3% $544 $1.96

Average: 4 243 4.8% $369 $1.51
tates

Iowa 49% 230 4.3% $305 $1.33
Kansas 43% 252 5.3% $400 $1.58
Montane 50% 249 4.9% $395 $1.58
Wyoming 46% 240 4.6% $374 $1.55

DoDDS/4~State * 1238% 119% 215% 147% 130%
Ratio

Average: 5 41%
States

Kansas 43%
Montana 50%
Nebraska 26%
$. Dakota 38%
Wyoming 46%

DoDDS/S~State 146%
Ratio

*Stateside data for 1979~80 adjusted to the Consumer Price Index
for PublMc Transportation.

EXHIBIT 9-4

COMPARISON OF DoDDS TRANSPORTATION COSTS
WITH THOSE OF SELECTED STATES
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12 report riding buses (51 percent) than students in the lower
grades (40 ‘perzent).

The degree to which parents d;pend on school buses to carry
their children varies by region,.with 8 out of 10 students riding
the school bus in the Pacific, Mediterranean, and At}antic. In
Germany-South ané the Pacific, the proportion is 6 out of 10.
Gerrany-North has the lowest incidencejof school bus usage. Qith
5 out of every 10 students using this mode of transport?&ion.

Overall use‘of school buses for commutes to and from school
apprcx?mates the nationwide average for s~ateside school éystems.
DoDDS students, ncwever, covar much graater dig:ances than the
typical stateside student. The averaée DcDDS student spends 24
minutegs on the bus in +he morning and again in the afterncon. \

Students irn Germany-Norch, GermgnysSouth, and the Ppacific

reported spending the longest time 'on the bus. A one-way commute

in these regions is cn the average eight minutes longer than the

commute in the Mediterranean ang t?e Pacific {EZxhibit $-5). As
may be expecied, some students sge;h as little aé five minutes or
less on the bus. The longest itime repoited in the survey data was
160 minutes in a l-way commute. .

DoD regulations specify that principals and installation
commanders are to define an ocutside perimeter for school bus
pickup. Factors to be considered when establishing boundaries

include availability of housing in proximity to the school and

elapsed travel time via other available modes of transportation.

317
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ONE-WAY
COMMUTE

Al,L, REGIONS 24 Minutes

Germany-North 28 Minutes
Germany-South 28 Minutes
Atl;ntic C 20 Minutes
Mediterranean 20 Minutes
rPacific 29 Minutes

Panama *

*Sample size inadequate to generalize,

EXHIBIT 9-5

AVERAGE TIME SPENT IN'A ONE-WARY
SCHOOIL, BUS COMMUTE

(R 9-11 .
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Those residing outside of this area ara responsible for getting
the child to a pickup point or to the school itself. Four out of
10 schools report that some families live outside of the commut-
ing area, and 14 percent of the parents interviewed reported that
their children spend additional time in commuting; Among chil-
dren 0f these parents an extra 30 minutes is spent getting to the
school bus pickup point. This is a situation encountgred some~
what more frequently by parents assigned to Germany than ameng
those stationed in other DoDDS regions. In Germany about 20
percent ofoparents reported their children depend on more than
just the CoDDS bus to get to school. Some cases of tnis situa~
tion were reported in the Atlantic (11 percent) and Mediterranean
(6 percent). Mone of “he parents interviewed in the Pacific -and
Panama reported use of multiple modes of transportation. <C{onver-
sations with parsents assigned to Germany outside of the represen-
tative survey indicatec on~base housing shortages and the non-
receptivizy of some Garman communities can be the deciding factor
when housing decisions are made. Some, thus, may not have the
choice to live within the commutimg area established by the
school principal and community commander.

Three~gquarters of these parents, evenly distributed across
all military services, reported being aware of the necessity for
their children to use a2 means of transportation other than the
school bus when they moved into their cur. ent housing. This
suggesté that whi;e the commuting area imposed by DoDpS and DoD

regulations results in some students being inconvenienced, the

4
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system jin three out of four cases is providing adequate infor-

mation ro parents before they make housing decisions.

Among the DoDDS students not using the buses. 83 percent
walk to school, while ansther 9 percent live too close to the
school to qualify £9r DoDDS subsidized transportation but are
using means other than walking. Three-quarters of the parents

driving their children to school reported no inconvenience.

DISCIPLINE ON THE 3USES

Twenty-four minutes &s a long time for children %o be con-
Zined in a limited space. and fully half of <ne older stuqents
intarviewed rated discipline on their buses as poor to very poor
(52 percent}. The noise levzl (15 percent), standing up (18 per~-
cert), and more serious behavior such as <ighting and indecenby
(23 percent) were cited by the older students as being problems
en their buses. The vounger students were also encouraged to
talk abcut their school bus rides. 2ll but li percent like
riding their school buses. Those who do not' complained about the
noise. Informally. teachers and administrators reported that
' the problems occurring on buses are oftentimes carried into the
school either through early morning hyperactivity on the part of
y;unger students or eruptions of violence among those older ones
seeking to resolve arguments begun on the way to seK301.

{,Under DoD regulations it is the lecal commander who is
ﬁéﬁp&nsible for the development and enforcement of standards of
sthsent behavior on buseg. Comparable with many stateside

.
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systems' policies; neither DoDDS nor the military is authorized

to hire or pay individuals f0 monitor student bhehavior ou school

tuses. The exception to this is in one country where host
national laws require monitoring. Approximately two-thirds (68
percent) of students in grades 5 to 12 are uhmonitored on their
d;ily commutes to and from'scﬁooi, ragardless of the amount of
time they spend on the school bus (Exhibit 9-6), Monitors are
almost unknown in Germany, where only 2 students in, 10 ride a
monitored bus. Half of all bus riders are monitored in éhe
remaining regions.

Among students reporting discipline as gcod or very good on
Their buses, most attributed it £o control by the bus driver or
monitor. On buses transporting DoDDS students it is not as éasy
to assume that drivers will take responsibility for discipline as
it is stateside. All students sampled ra2ported their drivers to
be host nationals. Driving skills, as demonstrated by the
ability to pass driving tests in host nations--not fluency in the
© Eaglish language--are the criteria used by the military‘aad bus
coﬁtractors in their selection. Four ocut of 10 principals saw
this lack of English proficiency as being something mcre tho: 'a
minor Problem at their schools.

Of -the 32 .percent of students in grades 5 to 12 riding on
the buses that do have monitors, half repétted that pvarents
assume this responsibility. Exhibit 9-7 identifies’the other
types of individuals that £ill this role for the remaining 17

percent of bus riders., Where host nation laws do not require bus
. 321
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ALL BUSED MONITORED UNMONITORED

STUPENTS STUDENTS STUDENTS
’ ALL STUDENTS 100% .° 32% 68%
¢ 3-15 minutes T3 15% 22%
16=-30 minutes 42% 10% 32%
31~45 minutes . 8% 2% 6%
More than 45 minutes ' 13% 5% ; . 83
. 4 "

EXHIBIT 9-6

DISTRIBUTION OF MONITORED BUS
RIDERS ?Y;TIME'SPENT IN ONE-WAY COMMUTE

]
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PERCENT
Interviewed Students 3Bused 51%
Bused Students Monit&red 32%
Bus Riders Yonitored by
Parents
Students
Host ccuntry natiohals

U.5. military personnel

Other

FIGURE 9-7

PERCENT OF GRADE 5 TOQ 12 STUDENTS
HAVING BUS MONITORS
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monitors, this role is served on a voluntary basis, is a duty
required of parents by community commanders, or is paid for
through voluntary organizations in the community.

Half of the parents interviewed whose childrén are unmoni-

tored (48 percent) saw this as a problem ranging in magnitude

from minimal (7 percent) to great (41 percents. The datalsuggest
the levei of parental concern ?s not a function of grade level.
Parents voiced concern in roughly equal préportions, whether
their zhildren were in elementary, middle,. or high school."
Parents residing in th; Mediterranean were more positive toward
safety than those in other reéious. In %he Mediéerranean 7 out
of 10 saw “he “uses 2% safe 2vz2n when they lack monitors. Those
in the Atlantic were most concerned, with 7 out of 10 seeing a
definite problem and unsafe conditions stemming from lack ©of bus
moni+ors. In the remaining regions parents were evenly divided
in their assessments of the safety of this situation.

Problems occourring con school buses (aslreported by students:
parents, teachers, or members of “he community} are channeled
through the principal to the military transport;tion cfficer.
Principals reported an even greater need for monitors than 4id
parents. while half of the parents in the sample whose children
ride buses saw no problem, due 0 the absence of‘monitérs, the
data below indicate that_priﬁéipafs have definite opinions
regarding the need f~r monitors:

Great Need 40%
Moderate Need 24%
Small Need 21%
No Need.., 14%

L]
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When this issue was addressed in grezater depth with selected
principals, transportation officers. and commanity commanders,
they noted problems-in getting volunteer programs to fill the
gap. Individual ccmmunities are a?dressing the issue in a
variety of ways. Some encourage residents of the community to
ride the bduses ts and from work on 2 space available basis: in

others, booster clubs foot the bill for salaried monitors.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMEMDATIONS

In any examination of the issues of bus monitoring it is
asgential £0 Xeep the overall picture in perspective. Dwring the
1982-33 school year slightly more tharn 40 percent of all J0DDS .
students were riding unmcnitored school buses, Twenty percent of
the parents of all DoDDS students wele concerned about their
safety on these unmonitored buses. an& wera vocal about their
concern.

A systemwide-funded school bus monitoring program does not
appear to be justified, although a monitcring program designe§ to
alleviate the specific problems beiné experienced does appear to
be justified. The criteria under which monitors may %e hired
should be relaxed. TFor example., DoDDS might fund monitors on a
country-specific basgis or where elementaryY and secondary students
siare buses. Additionally., volunteer monitoring programs should
be actively encouraged as systemwide policy. Local cOmmunities
and the schools might be assisted in this through disqeﬁinatien

.of information on how successful volunteer programs operate in

different settings. 325
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Despite limitatfons in available data, there is evidence that

costs of transporting DoDDS daily commuters may be higher than
necessary. Although transportation services are provided through
the "ailitary, accountability for the funds spent on transporta-
tion rests with DoDDS. which should continue to expand its
current efforts to control costs in its transportation program.
Systemwide policies, and not these of the services. are needed as
a first step in this process. To accomplish this, DoDDS will

s
require the support of DoD in developning. promulgating. and
enforcing pPolicies. 3+tandardized accounting praciices are ‘eing
implemented which will permit =xamination ¢£ costs across com—-
munities. Only throush such comparisons will i% be possible to
identify excessive costs and to take appropriate action. At the

o

time of this study, DoDSS-wid; there were only three positions

'
{including one at ODS) filled with people cualified to evaluate
transportation programs. Local school bus routes. the pack of
iﬁdividual buses, ;nd the efficiency of decisicns regarding con-
tract vs. direct hire of drivers at 269 séhoo)s cannot reasonhably
be monitored from Washington. oDS reportis sy%tcms o conerol and

monitor cnsts and the personnel to do so currently are being put

in place.




CHAPTER 10
OTHER ASPECTS OF SUPPORT

Many of the functions associated with resource management
and maintenance come under the purview ot the community com=-
mander. Maintenance and repai; of school facilities, cu#:odial
services, transportation services. and maintenancg of équipment
discussed in earlier chapters are only part of the picture. The
DoDDS school, through its dependencies, has very-close'ties with
the military community in which it is located. The community
commaender is specifically charged <o proyide édministrative and
logistics support to the DoDDS activities. Almost all of these
services are provided on 2 reimbursable basis and involve admini-
strators working directly wigh representatives of the military

community to ensure that the support received is responsive to

school needs. Among these services, student feeding is somewhat

unique in that 1€“§§ exclusively the responsibility of the mili-+

tary community to arrange for such programs. C(ongress has called
for committees to be established at several levels to advise
school administrators and the military commanders on_issues con-
. cerning dependentg’ education. Additionaily., commanders are to
asgign a member of their staff to the liaison role of Schools
Officer. This chap&er reviews these various support arrange%%nts

and the manner in which they are operating.

GENERAL SUPPORT OF THE MILITARY COMMUNITIES '

It can be hypothesized that one factor in the complex sﬁp—

port system of a poDDS school is the relationship that exists

x

L3
-

10-1

327




’ between the Xey actors. Several questiohs werps asXed of the
school principals and community commanders who ware' intsrviewed
- - . % k'l

»  as a means Sf examining the "anvironment in wkich services are

: iprgvidéd. Whep.encou:age& to talk. about the community com-

y = mandar’s relationship with the school, 86 percent of the princi-
pals yere Zefinitely positivs., Terms such as interested (46 per-.

cent). supportive (46 percent), cooperative (14 percent), and

available (11 percent) were most typical of those used (Exhibit
.QJ 10-1). ©On a S5-point scala of satisfaction the mean score given
by principals was 4.3.
’ Regrettally, the services provided by these gcmmunit}as do -
not all rate as high as th2 attention the ccmmanders give to the’
schools. Transportation, repair, maintenance, and minor con- o  _ C
struction services, given tha gercentagé of the DoDDS budget
which th;y consume, have been singled out for extande&:discugsion
in earlier sections. Exhibit i0-2 provides a nomparison of the .
overall ratings given these services by »rincipals with thcse ' ;
they give to other services provided under the aus;iceé of the - : Tl
military. The data are based on a 4-point scale where 2 rﬁting ..

) of 4 is very satisfactory and 2.5 represents a nean score. Mag;.F.

. services aée the only saervices rating below this ean: althovgﬁ-’
when specific problems are brought to the attention of the ‘ i
responsible office, satisfaction is achieved. ALl other "services -
rate above the mean, though only protective services and trans-<

portation begin to approach the very satisfactory mark. ,’ .

DoDDé principals tend to be in fairly frequent contact . . TS

with the community commanders, 22 percant on a weekly basis 2nd g

328
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DESCRIPTION OF
COMMANDS

Interestead

Highly Interested
supportive

Very/Highly Supportive
Cocperative
Very/Highly Cooperative
Always Available

Other Positive Terms
Neutral

Negative Terms

EXHIBIT 10-1

PERCENT OF

PRINCIPALS

17%
29%
20%

" 268

9%
6%

11%
26%

6%

4,

(BN
)

TERMS USED BY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS TO DESCRIBE
COMMUNITY COMMANDERS' ATTITUDES TOWARD THEIR SCHOOLS

10=-3




OVERALL
RATING OF RESPONSIVENESS
TYPE OF SERVICE SATISFACTION TO PROBLEMS

Transportation 3.2 3.2
Repair/Maintenance 2.8 2.9
Community Sarvices 3.1 3.0
Protective Services 3.3

Safety 3.0

Heating and Cooling

Schocl Lunch

Medical Services

Communication Services

Qail Service

4-point scale.

EXHIBIT 10-2

PRINCIPALS' MEAN RATINGS OF LOGISTICS SUPPORT
SERVICES PROVIDED THROUGH THE MILITARY

10~4
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another 27 percent at least twice a month. The frequency of .
contact is‘ not a predictor of the principals' satisfaction with
the maintenance services received by the school.

The general satisfaciion that principals express regarding
their relationships with community commanders leads one to sur-~
mise that the problems they bring are dealt with appropriately,
since most ~f this contac£ is. prompted by problems. Principals
report they contact the community commander only when necessar}
{36 percent of principals) or when they have a problem (44 per-
cent). Other reasons given for contacting commanders are to
attend schedﬁi;d meetings (14 percent). to ;iscués plans affact~-
ing the school (14 percent), and to obtain informaticn (19 per-
cent).

DoDDS principals appear to value involvement with the milf-
tary community and iis representatives. Eight ont of 10 princi-
pals inéerviéwed reported engaging in some specific actfgity in
order to “"stay clese” to the milditary community. Use of formal
lineg of communication such as attendance 2t the commander's
staff meecings and keeping the commander's staff informéd were
the mosn4freqdent1y reported practices. +rendance at the mili-
tary community's social service functions and participation in
community¥ social functions were the next most frequently men-
tioned practices (Exhibit 10-3).

The tYP{cal commander interviewed also reported keeping
informed of school activities. Exhibit 10-4 summarizes the fre-
gquency with which community commanders are briefed on schoo;r
related programs and problems. Fully half are briefed by their .

10-5
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PRACTICES TO STAY CLOSE TO PERCENT OF

COMMANDER PRINCIPALS
o Nothing Specific 162
Attend Staff Meetings 23%
Keep Commander's Staff Informed 23%
Participate in Social Service Functions 183
Attend Social Functions 183 :
Through the SAC 15% :'
Send Commander 3¢hool Newsletters. etc. 133 :
Other Social Contact 13%
Attend Military Functions 3%
- All Other Practices Reported 18%

EXHIBIT 10=-3

PERCENT OF PRINCIPALS USING SPECIFIC PRACTICES
TO STAY CLOSE TO THE MILITARY COMMUNITY : «

10-6
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FREQUENCY OF COMMANDER 'S SAC
BRIEFINGS STAFF MEMBERS

More Often Than
Weekly 18% 6%

wWeekly 5% 6%

Twice a Month 6% . 3%

Manthly 9%
Every Six Weeks 3%
Twice a Year 33
As Reguired 12%

Seldom or Never

EXHIBIT 10-4

FREQUENCY OF COMMUNITY COMMANDER
BRIEFINGS ON SCHOQL ISSUES
CONDUCTED BY DIFFERENT TYPES OF PERSONS
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staff at leaét weekly% However, sonme Commanders assunie 3 more
removed positidn fromthe schools. Approximately 2 out of 10
' report receiving brie#iﬁgs on school tcpics twice a Year, seldom,
‘or never. The reasoné behind the infrequency of briefing were
not pursued. f
In addition to gge community commander, the role of Schools
Qffizer has been cre%ted to orovide a link between the school and
the military syatem;gn which the school depends. Each community ‘ ‘
commander is to app&int a staff member to serve as Schools Qffi-
cer, acting as liqison between school and military community. 3y >
definition this }; a rols that could be particularly important in
the area ¢f suppor: services. Four of the schools visited
réported having no Schools 0fficer for various extenuating rea- ;
sons.
At 27 percent of the schools the principals reported that
although a Schools Officer had been designated, ne or she was not "
involved with the school. Another 33 percent rated the officer
as neither involved nor uninvolved. Despite this relatively low
frequency of involvement, principals are satisfied (82 percent)
with their Schools Officer. As reported by community commanders,
Schools Officers spend few of their working hours dealing with |
school matters {Exhibit 10-5). Perhaps, g%veq the overall satis-
faction of principals, and the low involvement, the time sSpent

attending to school issues is well directed and results in -

satisfactory outcomes. The data show very low correlations

between the presence of maintenance rFroblems and the time the




TIME SPENT
ON SCHOOL, ACTIVITIES

5 percent of time or less
10 percent of time

15-20 percent of time
40~50 parcent of tine

98~100 pergent of tinme

PERCENT OF COMMANDS

31%

14%
11%
6%

EXHIBIT 10~5

PERCENT OF TIME SCHOOLS
QOFFICERS DEVOTE TO SCHOOL ACTIVITIES




Schools Cfficer devotes to the school (r=0.08) or between the
b severisy of problems and the time the officefs devote (r=0.28).
The principals recognize the Schools Officer as the liaison
. between school and military {58 percent)}. ~Further, 36 percentvof
the principals interviewed view this individual as a facilitator
and point of contact in regard to the support services the school
iz to receive froﬁ its cognizant community. Other functions in ’
which Schools Officers pecome involved are provided in Exhibit

10-6, . -

STUDENT FEEDING PROGRAM

Provision of meals to students during thé course of ths
school day is a service provided by the militéry without involve-
: ment of.the DoDbDS system. Uniike stateside school systams, DODDS
has no authorization to provide a student meal program. Whether
or not meals will be availa™le to students during the schoeol Jday
is discretionary on the part of the military community in whichl
the school resides. These.programsf where they are elacted, are
to be self-sustaining and are not subsidized by DoDDS or the
military community. The meal services are arranged through the
food services organizatior serving the installation. The ratio-
‘ nale is that DoDDS is in the business of educating children:
feeding responsibilities fall outside of this mandate. .
wone reason for the decision to take this position may be the
fact that many of the schools, built when the military had

responsibility for overseeing the construction program, lack

lunch facilities. Slightly less than half of the schools (46

) 10-10




FUNCTION

Liaison between School and
Military Community

Point of Contact to Facilitate
MilitaTy Support Services

Advisor ;on Military
Technicalities and Protocol

Organizes School Activities
Handles Transportation Services
Handles School Lunch Progran
Handles Sudgetary Matters

Other ;

No Schoobs Officer

EXHIBIT 10~-6

PERCENT OF
COMMANDS

58%

36%

6%
9%

\

FUNCTIONS SERVED BY SCHOOLS OFFICERS
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-
percent) have on-site caf ete.xas. The current construction pro-
gram recognizes this as a problem., and ODS requires all new

'.school construction. major renovation. ot expansién projects to
include plans for a cafeteria. During the 1983 fiscal Year a
sortion of the minor construction, repai?. and mai ntenance budget
haskzeen set aside for installation of cafeterias.

Thrae~quartars of all schools currently baVe some arrange=-
ments in place for providing lunch to children during the course
of taa school day. In buildings without cafeterias or multi- .
purpose rooms where'meals zan be served, students may take their
lunch at the base/?X éafeteria. “ne Officers and NCO Clubs, or
the Dependents Youth Activity. Where schools have no on-site
tapacity for food oreparation, hot or cold meals are bWrought to
the school.

Parents of somewhat mors than half of the students having
eyperizsnce Qith lunch programs at DoDDS schools are displeased
with those services, giving a rating ¢f# D or F. Reasons Citad by o
varents for this rating include lack of hot meals. the guality of |
the €00d served., and the time allowed fcr lunch breaks (Sxhibit
10-7). Older students were somewhat less critical of the pro-
gram., The mean score they gave the food service (2.7) £fell above -
the mean of the scale (2.5}, whered% the score given by parents .
(2.1) fell substantially below the scale mean (3.0). Students,
however, Sased their impressions on the gquality of food prepara-
tion and variety of foods only. not considering broader issues.

as their parents did.

an
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PERCENT OF
. PARENTS RATING
REASON FOR RATING DOR F

No Hot Lunch 39%
Quality- -of the Food 25%
‘Low Mutritional Value 7%
Junk Pood Available g%
Quantity

Too Little Time for Lunch

EXHIBIT 10-7

REASONS FOR'PARENTAL CRITICISM OF
THE SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM
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The student meal program was among those aspects of the sys-
tem most frequently reported by parente as the biggest problem
w#ith which the-schools must deal. With 14 percent of all parants’
reporting thig grovlem, it was exceeded only by parental concern
. over funding (16 percent). Parents sufveyed at eiementary
schools reported the scheool lunch program as the major problem
(18 percentL more frequenélg than did parents with children in
midéle,schools (12 percent) or hign schools (6 percent). A
higher proportion of eniisted personnel (16 percent) were con-
cerned(tﬂﬁn officers {8 percent), or nonmilitary families (12
,perceﬁ;).

Current legislation allows eligible DoD depencdents to par-
ticipate in the U.S. Department of Agricultura's [USDA] free and.
partially subsidized school feeding program. This participation
ig discrationary and must be negotiated between the military com-
munity in which the school is located and the £food service
organization serving that community. Half of DoDDS schools
report participation. Nothing is known abcut thoge DoOD communi-
tieg that do not participate in the USDA's program. Some may
lack th; facilities to participate, while some may have no or few
families meeting the eligibility qfitqria for free Or reduced-
price iunches. N

The incidence of student participation is lower in DoDDS
than it ie stateside. while DoDDS students represeant about 3

percent of all the nation's public education enrollment, they are

served less than 1 percent of all £free or partially subsidized

34vu




meals.* However, students at one half of the schools do not have
the option to apply for the program. Possibly further reducing
DoD dependents’ proportionat: participation in the program is the
fact that only lunches are made available to them. Stateside

par?iqipation may also include breakfast.

ADVJEORY BODIES 7

The legislation establishing the Department of Defense
Depenéents Schools specifies that (1) Sch601 Advispry Committees
are to be established for each school in the system: {(2) Instal-
tation Advisory Committees are :to be established at-military
installations having more than one school: (3) and 2 worldwide
Advisory Council on Dependents Zducation is to be established.
School Advisory Committees are to advise principals regardin§ the
operatio; of the school, mare recommendatiéns concerning curricu-
lum and budge: matteré: and advise the military commander regard=
ing problems of dependents' education within the jurisdictien. t

At each of the representative sites vi ited, the principal

and one (randomly selected) member of the School Advisory Com-~

mittee [SAC] we{:basked about the acttivities of the committee.

Principals spoke ©f the SACs in terms that were nearly egqually
distributed among positin (46 percent) and neutral (51 percent).
Oonly one principal cast this discussion in negative terms. From

the perspective of principals., this relatively new advisory

*Source: Internally prepared statistics for October 1982, Food
and Nutrition Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture.

‘
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structure is on2 that should b; re:ained (77 percent). It pro-

- vides a vehicle for ccmmunication between schos) aund community
and allows Zor a balance of viewp~'nts togbe heard. Exnioit 10-8
. . ,identifies the reasons ¢given by principals for!taeir expgessions
of interest in continuing the SAC functions. Although sati;fied
with the role of SACs (mean score of 4.0 on = S-point séale).and
recommending that SACs e maintained. school principals were .

mixed in‘their perception of the SAC's valua specifically to.

school operations (mean score of 3.0 on a S-point senle). Turee

out 0% 10 report that SACs are valuablz2:; 3 out of 1) repou: uhey'

are neither vaivable acr not »=luabia; and 4 oun of 10 report

Nt L.

- ]

.
LS

thay ars ot valuable.

SACs were established to advise principals on matiers rela- _;
tive to.schools. The issues N which they provice advice ara g
nost freguently those of logistiass (46 percent), with tha
remaining isses equally divided across topics pertaining to tha - i
guality of education (27 percen:) and ocher tvpes of isgues. |
Exhibit 10«3 presents details on the t es »f igsues 2ddressed by
SACs that the members believe to be important.

At the\ttme of data collection. 7 percent of thesa issues
were still under discussion or being considered by those to whom -- ,
the recommendation had been referred. Another 42 pecrcent had
resulted in‘the change sought by the committee. 7Yor che r;“ain-

ing issues, either the SAC had reached no recommendation (14 per- «

cent); no change or reply had resulted from the recomme?satiun

-
-
-

.

-
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REASONS FOR RETAINING SAC FUNCTION

Provides Venicle for Communication
between School,and Community

'Is a Forum for a Balance of Viewpolints

Provides for School Representation

Member Teachers Have a Knowledge of '
the School

Staff Input Is Beneficial
A Means tO Communicate with Teachrers

+her

', EXHIBIT 10-8

PERCENT OF

PRINCIPALS

40%

33%

27%
27%

20%
10%
10%

REASONS CITED 3Y PRINCIPALS FOR RETAINING SACs

r, : R .
Vo 10-17
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PERCENT OF SAC MEMBERS

EDUCATIONAL ISSUES REPORTING ISsCE*
Zducational Quality ~22%

o Teacher Qualifications/StaZf 22%
Curriculum . 11%
Grade Span 5% -
Schoel Hours 33

LOGISTICS ISSCES

School Lunch 22%
Transpertation 243
Supplies/Materials 14%
Safaty 19%
Buiidirg Maintenance 14%
Physical plant/Construction 11%

OTHER ISSUES

Senool Policies 193

. ’ Funds/Budget 1€%
Extracurricular 113 5
Special Needs 8%

- Communicaticn 33 )

*More than one résponse permitted.

EXHIBIT 10-9

MAJOR ISSUES ADDRESSED BY SACs -

e et i LT L eore 8 s




(19 percent):; or the SAC's recommendaticn had been rejected (4

percent). As shown in Exhibit 10-10, members were most positive
in their assessment of the committee's impact on military/
community relations {56 percent) and the school's extracurricular
program (41 percent). They tended to assess their impact on
school schedules as having been negative twice as often as posi-
tive.

Of the SAC members interviewed, 73 percent had served state-
side on Parent Teacher Associations or'other scnool advisory
podies. These individuals compared their SAC's organizaticn and
operations favorably with their stateside exper.ence {Exhibit
10-11). Of the SAC members included in the sample, 7C vercent
wer2 entering at lzast thei: second year of membership.

Three-quarters (7% percent; of the SAC members in the sample
were civilians, while 19 percent were officers, and 5 percent
wera enlisted personnsl. All ranks of the military were reported
+0 be represented con half {33 percent) of the SACs. Amoﬁg the
remaining commit:ees the absence ©f military personnel was dis-
tributod as follows:

military personnel 13%
officers 8%
enlisted (21-E3) 15%
enlisted {(E4-E9) 15%
enlisted (unspecitied) 46%
Members of School Advisory Committees are elected by the parents

of students enrolled in the school. No data are available

regarding whether enlisted personnel have not run for membership




PCSITIVE NEUTRAL NEGATIVE

IMPACT QF SAC IMPACT OR N.A. IMPACT
Military/Community 56% 34% 9%
Relations

School OQperations 20% 30% 20%
Academic Programs 313 33% - 16%
Extracurricular 41% 47% 133
School Schedules 19% 53% 28%

. Transportation 28% 59% 13%
Discipline 223 56% 13%

EXHIBIT 10-10

SAC MEMBERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR COMMITTEES' IMPACT .




COMPARED TO STATESIDE YES NO

Is it as easy for the SAC 69% ls
L0 get members?

Is it as easy to attend ' 80% 20%
meetings?

Is it as easy to partici- 26% 4%
pate in SAC meetings?

Is the SAC as involved in 67% 33% -
school policy formulation?

=

Is the SAC as often in 80% 20%
agreement with scnool
administrators?

L

EXHIBIT 10-11

MEMBERS' COMPARISONS OF SAC WITH
SIMILAR STATESIDE ADVISORY EXPERIENCE

10-21




or have simply not been elected at the 25 percent of schools
where these raﬁks are not represented on the SAC.

Installation Advisory Committees [IAC] have veen established
for« 7 out of 10 schools in the sample. Principals reported that
these committees take an active interest in the schools (at 78
percent of schools having a cognizant IAC). The IACsS ar2 viewed
by principals as bei..g of value but of slightly less value %0 the
school's operations than the SAC (mean score of 2.7 versus SAC
score of 3.0). These committees appear to be serving their
intended purrose 3y addressing issues at the community level and
providing integface with tne military community (Exhibit 10-12).

The Advisory Council on Dependents fducation is advisory to
the Director of DobDS. The council directs its attention to -
general policies for curriculum selection, administration, and
operation. The Advisory Council ailso provides a vehicle for
communication beiween DoDDS and other Federal ajencies concerned
with elementary a2nd secondary sducation. Given the distance of
this council frem the local DoDDS school principal, both organi-
zationaly angd geographically, a surprising 35 percent of these
principals see the Advisory Council as serving a useful function.
Another 38 percent believed themselves to be too uninformed of
the council's activities to comment. The remaining principals
{27 pefcent) do not recognize the council's functions as useful.
Among the reasons given by principals for reporting the council
to be useful were the worldwide unifying role it plays (46

percent of principals), its function as a forum for information

10=22
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ROLE PERCENT*

Addresses Issues at the ' 28%
Community Level

Deals with Issues under 21%
Military Jurisdiction

Advises the Commander 18%
Other Advisory Role 14%
Inactive 11%

Other . 7%

*More “han one response allowed.

EXHIBIT 10-12

ROLES OF INSTALLATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE
VIS-A-VIS SCHOOL
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sharing (31 percent), its aopeals function (23 percent), and %he

support it provides for specific programs (23 percent).

SUMMARY AND RECOMMEMNDATIONS

L g
The data suggest that the support mechanisms available to

the schools (e.g., the community commander. Schools Officer., and
advisory committees) are serving their functions well, although .
full advantage may not be being takxen of them. Given cthese
generally positive findings, no recommendations for change are
offered in these specific areas: other than the suggestion that
shese avenues of assistance te utilized nore fully.

DoD eligibiiity for the USDA ffee and partially subsidized
meal orodram is recen=, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture
nas considered modilying the “legislation to exclude DoD chilﬁEen;
The limited data zvailable through the Comprehensive Study sug-
gest thrat the nutritional needs {Jemonstrated on the basis of
eligibility) may ap»roach that found stateside. The philosophy
in the legislation allcwing stateside schools to participate in
this program relacts an intent Lo assur2 that all chilidren
receive sufficient nourishment to safeguard their nealth and
well-being and to form good eating habits. Blanket exclusion of
DoD dependents from a program with such goals should not bhe

undertaken, lacking fuller documentation.

U

(R
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CHAPTER 11

STATESIDE RESOURCES COMPARISON

_INTRODUCTION

In this chapter we compare DoDD3' expenditure of resouices
with that of stateside public gchool systems. While there are
many points of one-to-one equivalency between the DoDDS system
and stateside public schools, such an analysis is not a straight-
forward task because of significant differences-~-in structure;
operational regquirements: ani services provided.

In the first instance, structure, DoDD3S is a worldwide
system wirh its Headquarters Jffice ¢f Denendents Schools [0DS)
located in Alexandria, Virginia. At the time of'this study the
system was divided iato six regions with individual schools under
the authority of their respective Regional Offices. Stateside,
school authorities include State Efucation Agencies [SEAs) and
Local Education Agencies [LEAs]. Many (but not all) LZAs have
subdistrict administrative areas roughly equivaleni to the DoDDS
Regional Offices. The functions of these structures are also not
directly comparable. wWithin DoDDS, policy formulation and
ovefWight functions comparable to thpse carried out by SEAs are
the reQPOnsibility of 00S, which also performs functions {such as
budget development) that(are comparable to LEA functions
stateside. SEAs, intermediate units, and LEAs also have access
to eight federally funded privately operated regional educaticnal
laboratories that provide research and development and technical

assistance support.
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System comparability is most apparent ia the area of opera-
tional regquirements. 3oth DoDDS and LEAs exist for the express
purpose of educating students oy operatiné schoolg. There ara,
however, operational differences. The DoDDS system purchases
many of its operational services from the military (e.q.,
accounting, maintenance, student-transportation) rather than
performing the functions directly. Funding of construction for
dependents schools is handled through Federal appropriations: and
the system does not incur debt and interest expenses for capital
sutlay comparabdle to LEAs. In the opposite velin, DoDDS incurs
costs nor experienced by public schools, such as long-distance

rahszortation expenses for studentis aktending its boardiag
schools, permanent change of gtation expenses, and the cost df
teachers' periodis returns t0 the continental United States.

In a similar fashion, services delivered by publis schools
differ somewhat from those provided by DoDDS. The DoDDS sys:tem
is a Kindergarten through grade 12 system, whereas gtateside
districts may begin with p:e-kindergartgn and may offer adult
education, summer school., and community servise programs not
found in CoDDS. Stateside systems oOperate student feeding
programs. DoDDS does not.

In the area of resource costs, order of magnifude differ-
énces may also be anticipated. DoDDS is geogfaphically dig-
persed. Mot only is the system worldwide, but it must provide an

education to all overseas Dop dependent students, regardless of

their isolation. The result is a combination of long bus

il1-2
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rides for many students and the operation of numerous small
schools (some with fewer than 30 students}).

Given these and othel differences that will be noted later,
a highly sophisticated statistical comparison geeking financial
accounting and a&dit levels of accuracy would be inappropriate

and misieading. The research desigp fér the comparison, and the

analyses presented in this chapter thus:

® Consider differences in ordinal ranges only

® Exclude costs unigue to DoDDS vis-a-vis staceside
systems

® Txcinde costs unigus +o-stateside systems vis-a-vis
DeplS

- d

METHODOLOGY .

Sample Desicn and Kesovonse

Five independent samples of stateside svstoms were selected
for comparison with DoDD$S.. The criteria for seleltion were
stfuctural and operationals sach defined to test a different
hypothesis.

DoDDS is a large system comparad with the universe of state~

. side Local Education Adencies. 3ize (measured in terms of num-
HELrs of ;tudents and schools) may influence costs in terms of
economies of scale. The 16 Local Education Agencies having
enrollment and number of schools within 50 percent of DoDDS
enrollment and number Oof schools were included in this sample. .

Of these 16, 13 (81 percent) responded to the reqguest for

information. Seven provided complete data for the study.

i 11-3
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As noted earlier DoDDS is also a system of small schools: 35
percent oI DoDDS schools have enrolliments of less than 300. The
second sample included stateside Local Education Agencies operat-
ing within 30 percen%z the number of small schools as DoDDS. The
six school distriets having a proportion of small schools most
like DoDDS's were selected., Tive of *hesge districts (83 percent)
responded to our raguest. Three of the five responses provided
all data needed.

The third sample was sgelectad to test the hypothesis that
DoDDS costs are similaz Lo those of stateside school systems
serving a larze number of milistary familias. Parental exgecta-
tions of scheol system orerations ware assumed to influence the
resources tnat would be dedicated 2o educaticon. The stateside
school systems having th2 highesc proportion of milirary impacted
enroliment were selected Zor inclusion {regardless of size).

Pive in tnis sample respondad, of .nich four Provided all nreces-
sary data.

The fourth sample was intended to allow compariscn ol DoDDS
regions witn stateside school systems exclusive of 0DS rasources
and costs. Eighteen systems, three comrnarable in size to 2ach of
DoDDS' six regions, were sampled. These were small school dis-
tricts ranging in size from 8,000 to 48,000 students. Only one
Local Education Agency responded within each of the regionally
based strata. Additionally. structural and conceptual problems
were encoufitered in segrerating and allocating DoDDS regional

costs. This sample was not analyzed.

11-4




The Sifth sampge pursued a similar concept as the DoDDS #

regional sanple, thing as its purpose comparison of DoDDS in

total with statewiée systems, inclusive of State Education Agency

L™
resources. Seven/states met. the criteria that the statewide

system have enrollment and number of gchools within 50 percent »f

DoDRS enrollment And number ©f schocls. Data wera received-from R

six State Education Agencies, providing an 86 percent response

Y]

rate.

Stateside Data dollection and Compilation

. “ Data were [collected entirely from public documents such as

annual reportzs/ budget compilations, and staffing repcrts. As

such, much of /the financial data have been the subject of audit,

2 > PR
taken as an ihdication that thev are of a nhigh level of accuracy.

None of the data appear to bhe anomolous or markedly different

across schogl systems, particularly when size is taken intc

account. ¥py comparison data contained in the documents werse

apgtracted/and transcribed to summary forms. The summary forms

included definitions for each data element of Interest. The

definitigons vesponded to the need tO exclude from stateside

hose costgs and resources not comparable to DoDDS. In

counts

many instances the data contained in this report will not be

F

found AS a single line item in a budget document. Published

figurps have been adjusted using information contained slsewhere

in the same or a companion document to correspond with [ DDS, or

datA elements have been computed based on detail provided by



{ /
/.:\"\,l'
respondents. hq requirement :that only ta representirg
comparable uge of
contributed to our
responding stateside systems.
Typical computations performed inciude:
® - Tabulation of total Local Education Agency
staff totals from individual unit or program
budget or statistical reports
Subtraction of amounts budgeted fcr adult
or vocational sducation Sr summer school
from total budgets

Ispiation a2ad subtraccion of the cest of
schocl meal Zrograms from pudgeét Lotels

Verification that dou®le counts ©f enrolluent

across 2lementary, mididle scheoli/juaior high,

and high scihogl grades had not ogcurrad
The data so derived have bern summarized in compariscn viblaes
presentad in this chaprer. For each sample., individual items f
cos% and toktals ara campared to DuDDS and ¢iffarances arve =na-
lyzed, I-ems of cost anticipared ¢o differ due =0 order of nmag-

nitude or structurai di’ferzances are analyzed independently €2

-assess theis influence on the broader .cost comparisons.

Clearly. data collection sclely from published documents

constitutes a limitation on the study. Preferably. dats would
have been collected on Site, with access to respondent financial
records and the ability to determine the exact degree of compara-
biiity of the various objects of sypenditure between LEAs. Such |
a "guasi-audit” type approach clearly would yield somewhat more
accurate data., though ax substanti~lly higher cost. Also.

there {s a concern regarding the ctility and appropriateness cf

ii-6
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questioning data which have been subjected to outside audit,

public scrutiny. and budgetary decision making. It was cencluded

that since‘the data available are official data, *hey are suf-
ficiently adeguate and accurate for the purposes of this study.
Specific sources of the data presented are noted in the biblio-

graphy appended at the end of this chapter.

KEY CONSIDERATIONS RELATED TO COST COMPARISONS

Interpretation of cost data should be premised on the fol=-

lowing considerations regarding the specific data elenents
g g P

vnsed: '
-

Salary. Figures used are total salary of all Loczl Educa-
tion Agency personnel, teaching and nonteaching. Clearly,
differences can arise from disparitles in salarv scales.
Since DoDDS teachers' salaries ‘re indexed to saiaries of
teachers in stateside systems serving cities with popula-
tions of 100,300 or more we would expect [oDDS average
salaries to egquate to those of the larger LEAS and be somz-
what higher than +he averages of smaller units.

Fringe 3Benefits. What is shown are the financial costs act-
uvally reflected in the accounts of the comparison organiza-
tions. This will lead to substantial variation for several
reasons. First, not all DoDDS fringe benefits costs are
reflected in DoDDS accounts. This is particularly true of
Civil Service retirement costs., actual payments which are
reflected in Office of Personnel Management sccounts. Also.
liabilities for such expenses are not reflected when -
incurred (only when paid), whereas LEAs usuall 4> accrue
such items as they are incurred. This is also true of the
accrual of annual and sick leave. The 9ffice of Management
and Budget has stated that azcrued (as opposed to expensed)
fringe benafit costs of Federal employeec approximate 27 to
30 percent. Actual DoDDS reported fringe benefit costs for
FY82 are 8.7 percent of salaries:; the difference is que to
the factors noted above. Finally. a wide variance in fringe
benefits may exist Que to specific kinds of benefits
provided. This includes such factors as:

o Type of retirement plan used--FICA or private vs. Civil
Service




Taxes for unemployment compensation, work¥mans' Compen-
sation, et al., and significant variance in rates from
state Lo state A

Wide variations in “optional" benefits such as health

and life insurance, disability insurance, tuition

assistance, leave and holiday allowznces, and so forth
Non-Personnel Costs. These items are impiacted significantly
by account derinitlon differences from school district to
school district; e.g., what would be atiributed tc "Supplies
and Materials" in one stateside system might be. accrued
under “Contractual Servicesg" in anotner. This problem is
mitigated to a degree by general use of the Department of
Education's Local Education Agencv Accounting Handbook *by
many distrzicts, byt latitude 7.r variation stll]l remains.

Suymber of Students. Wa have used number of individuals
enroiled, rather than average daily at+tendance, primarily
hecause projected enrollments ars the usual basis for
cortaining mudgeted funds for the stateside sgystems studiad.
Additionally., ODS does not maintain data on average daily
attendance. In a number of instances, i% was necessary to
accumuylate these data from a varizty of separate “anvlarions
nade by the school systems. Also, 1% was oftefi unclear
whetner special education students were included or exc.iuded
in bhase enrolliment totals. Every «ffort was made to iden-
tify and exclide doublas counting where it was susgected to
have oecourred.

Number of Staff. This is intended to be actual full-time-
equivalents LFTEs] of employment. A kXey problem is the
reporting period. We have used school year 198l-22 for com~
parisen, but this is net precisely equivalent to Padera!
TY¥82, tne period from which DoDDS data are drawn. Vsricas
enmployment strengths are shown in budget and personnsl Jozu-
ments for LoDDS during FY 82: however, the number stated by
PoDDS to be the most accurate is 10,490 FTEs for FYS2.

Average Cost Items.- It should be stressed that the averages
derived are intended to show ordinal relationships only. not
precise costs. The important thing is the relative range of
costs and DoDDS positioning within that range. 1If DoDDS
costs are generally within the range of comparison to state-
slde system costs, than they may be construed as equivalent,
and —~resumably reasonable.




DoDDS COMPARED TO LEAs

This section deals with a comparison of DoDDS' operating

costs to equivalent costs for each of the three LEA & _mples.

Specifizally, adjusted DoDDS oparating-costs are developed, and
data are compared to those for:
] LEAs similar in size to DoDDS

e L:As of similar size to DaDDS with a high proportion
of small schools

LEAs with a high vroportion of military dependent
enrollees, rega*dless cf LEA size

Fach =% these conparisons is detailed in the following para-
grapns
Txhibis 11-1 summarizes those DcODS operating cosis diractly
comparable Lo LEA ¢o9sts. The totals presented were arrived at in
the followipg manner: -
o Costs for items unigue *c DoDDS were eliminated. fThese
are presented separately in the DoDDS tudget submis~

sions.

Tuitions paid £or attendance ouiside DoDDS-operated
schools were eliminated.

Summer school expenses wele eliminated.
The balance of the edenses for Administration. Educa-
tion, and Logistics were recast in the formai used by

LEAs: note that totals are identical with DoDDS totals,
and only the format has been changed.

After these totals .re developed, average costs pel yesal were
determined on a per student and per staff member basis. The

results are presented in Exhibit 11-2.
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ADMIN EDUCATICN* LOGISTICS TSTAL
Salazy $13.930 $186,731 s 6,187 $206,348
Benefits 1,307 16,543 149 17,999
Subtotal 15,237 203,274 6,336 224,347
Contractual - . 2,787 53,724 56,491
Services™*
Supplies and 5,002 T 7,100 1,503 13,695
Materials .

Turaniture and

1,222 638 1,860
Eguipment. )

Other

Total

*Pxcludes summer school.,

**Includes cost of Interservice Support Agr2ements.

EXHIBIT 11-1
GROSS COSTS OF DobDE FOR FY82

(TXCLUDING DoDDS' UNIQUE CQSTS)
(s000)

3H0H0




COST ITEM

Salary

Fringe Benefits
Subtotal

Contractual Services
Supplie= and Materials
Furniture and Equipnent
Cther

- 1
;G:aa.

Number of Students K-12:

Number of Staff:

TOTAL COSTS
{3000)

$206,848
17,999
224,847
56.491
12.605
1,860
89,383

8336,161

132,883

16,420

EXHIBIT 1l1-2

AVERAGE COST

PER STUDENT PER STAFF

-

$1.557 519,718

135 1,716
21,434
5,385
1.297
177
S5.658

$32,951

DoDDS COSTS AND AVERAGES FOR FY82




Comparison of TcDDS to LEAs of Similar Size

The average total budget of the 7 LEAs was $311,505,000 in
FY82. Average enrollment of the LEAs presented in the.analysis
{(Exhibit 11-3) was 118,893, DoDDS's total operating budget for
the fiscal year anding in 1282 was $356,181,000-~14 percent
nigher than the computed stateside average. DoDDS's enrollment
was 132,888 students--12 percent higher than the average of
scnool districts in the sample. The average number of staff in
the stateside sample was 10,003 compared with 10,49C emplovees
for DopO0S, a diffesrence of 5 percenz. Per student costs ($2,880)

ware 2 perzent higher Zor DobPS than th2 stataside systems

; and ver staif costs were 9 perceat higner Ior DolDS

versus $31,14L1).

Salaries, inclusive of fringe benefits, represent 63 percent
of the wotal hudge= shown Zor DebDS and 34 percent of that in the
stateside average budget. As noted previously, the computation
and financing of Irings bensfits is different in PoDDS from thax
in the sampla2d stateside systems. Five school districts provided
detail on fringe benefius. Tha Iollowing ra2sults are ootained
when salaries, exclusive of fringe bdenefits:, are considered for

these five systams and DoDDS:

AVERAGE PERCENT
DoDDS 5 LEAs DIFFERENCE

Pupils 132,888 104,611 + 27%
Salaries ($000) $ 206,848 211,700 - 2%
tialaries per st=22f § 19,71% 22,304 12%
Salaries per pupil $ 1,556 72,024 23%
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I ] o I |

|cos) 1Tem or ! LEA DobDS

| e | HOUSTON | FAIRFAX |MONTGOMERY|MILWANKEL | MiMMHIS | SAN DIEGO | DIST. oF | TOTAL | AVERAGES TOTAL | AVERAGES

_ j_m™  Jco, va | co, m | wisc TEws | ear | con. 1A ]17EM COST |7 LEAs  [STUD'T| STAFF COSIS | STUDENT| STAFF

| sALARY | 1ar  |1269,584 . tay  |$194,778 Islsl ,018 |I 18,182 | $244, = ’ |I . .. . 1206,048 | * s

I I I I I I I I

IFRINGE gENeEFITS | (ad) | 48,681 (~ | 61,209 | 10,360 | 33,654 | 11,n9 | * | | = | * | 17,99 °* .

I I { | [ I I !

| sUBTOTAL |$334,169 { 1318,465 | 326%,867 |3256,977 |$141,379 { 1252,436 | 156,156 |31,025,649|1260,007]32,194|326,073| $224,847 |Iﬂ,692 121,434

I ! I I I I I I I I I I I I

|coNTRACT AL | | CincLuoto| | i | ! | | | | |

| SERviLe | 36,460 | umer | N2t 38447 | 19,374 | 1,456 | 1,041 | 96,299{b 16,050|b t36]b 1,679] s6,490 | 425 | 5,385]

I I | momiEr™ | I I I I I I I I I I I I

SUPPLIES & I I I I | I I I I I I I I I

MATERIALS | m,222] 12,238 | teqma | 13,864 | 7,077 | 13,083 | 1,512 | 96,483 13,783 16| 1,380 13,605 | 102 ) 1,297

I I I I I I I I I I I I I

FURNTTURE 4 I I I I I | I I | I I

| EQUIPMENY 10,462 | 9,961 | 3,53 | 4,140 | nr| 6815 | 32w | 45,905 6,5% 55| 656} 1,860 ] a4} 177
= I I | I I I I I I I | I
L, fomier 5,770 | 33,912 51,115 4,309 498 20,518 | 0 | na,zuzi 16,600 t40| 1,660 59,359 | ml 5,650
t — .

TOTAL COSYS $424,092 [$373,576 | $334,671 [$311,918 169,145 | $294,390 _mz,m_n_Js?,lao,smlm1,505 $2,620]831, 141} $356,161 [$2,680 }333,951

NUHIER OF |

|__ STuDENTS 23,607 § 123,675 | 93,507 | 86,507 | 130,903 | 10 347 93,545 | 832,261 116,693 132,868 -

| namER oF | |

I staef 11,603 ] t2,654 10,960 0,359 | 8,008 10,522 7,915 | 70,021 10,003 10,490 B

| AVERAGE COST/ ‘ | i |

| stuoenr $ 1,985 |8 3,200 §°3 3,500 |3 3,606 |3 1,524 3 2,716 |3 2,916 |8  2,620{8 "2,620 § 2,680 |

| A¥FRAGE COST/ | | _ |

| STAFF $ 36,550 (8 29,522 | § 30,556 |3 3,318 |8 24,122 [ $ 22,0013 34,468 |3 __31,141}8 31,140 | 33,951 | |

1aiDatall not avallable.
(blExcludes Falrfax County.

exunie 11-3

TADUI ATHiM oF COMIPARAT IYE
FYH2 COSTS OF LAHCE (EAS
{3000}
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The DoDDS salary figure just given is unde:state§ in that it
does 1ot inclyde salaries of personnel providing funetions for
DoDDS through Interservice Support Agreesments with the military,
These costs appear under c¢ontiractual serwvices and indirect pay=~
ments included under other costs. Three stateside systems com-
parable in size to DoDDs were able to provide detaile& data on
both fringe tenefits and contractual sezvices. The comparison of
combined salaries (exclusive of fringe benefits) and contr;ctual
services between these three schcol districts and DoDDs indicates
strong simiiarities when axamined on a per pupll basis:

’
AVERAGE PERCENT

DolbS 2 LTAs DIFTPIRENCE
Pupi’s 132.388 99,845 + 23%
Salaries and Ccntractual
Services ($000) $ 292,123* $211,2%58 + 33%
Per Pupll $ 2,198 s 2,118 °  + 4%

Ccmparisons on a per staff Yasis also reveal similari-ies
vetween -oDCS and stateslde systems. These comparisSns must be
considered with caution slace personnel providing accounting,

maintensncs2, and transportation functlions are not on “h2 DoDNS

payroll. The following analysis 1s vased on total stafi.

AVERAGE ZERCENT
. DoDDS 7 LEASs DIFFERENCE
Total Staff 10.4%0 10,003 + 1%
Total Pupils 132,288 119,893 + 12%
Pupils Per staif 12.7 11.9. + 7%

The above figures indicate that DoDDS is slightly less

heavily staffed than the stateside school discricts of comparable

* Tneludes $10,632 in indirect payment costs.
11-14
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size. Three of these stateside s‘'stems provided detailed data on
central office staff by function. These systems had an average
of 103 professionals and 588 nonprofessionals in personnel,
finance and accounting, automatic data processing, transporta-
tion. and maintenance positions. This represented 7 percent of
the total sta®f in these systeﬁs. DoDDS had 232 filled positions
in these areas. or 2 percent of its %*otal staff. Assuming DoDDS
conducted such functions in-house at the same séaffing level as
the 3 reporting LEAs (i.e., 7 percent 22 staff), its pupil=to-

tlo would be 12.0, a ratlio almost the same as that

i

reported by sampled statesi2e school districts (11.9).

mparison of DoDDS to Stateside Local Téucation Agencies with a
oh Proportion of Small Schools

5[0
w0

DoDDS is & system of many small schools: 35 percent of its
schoo.s have enrollments of 30¢ szudents or less.‘ % was
hypothesized that this structure would affect the cost of
providing services. Specifically. s;aff/pupil ratios and per
puril costs might be high2r in DoDDs because 0f the need to
provide a full complement 5f scChool-based resources to smallér
numpers of students. Of the LIAs selected for comparison to
DoDDS 0 examine this hypothesis, three provided all data needed

for the analysis. These were:

# Montgomery County, Maryland (23 percent small
schools)

& Columbus: Ohio (18 percent small schools) .
e Seattle, Washington (56 percent small schools)

-

Detailed cost .mparisons are presented in Exhibit-11-4,

11-15
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[ Tttt T |
C0ST ITEM OR L LEAS e . DobDS
TYIE | MONTGOMERY | coLUMABS | SEATTLE | ToTaL | ___AVERAGES TOTAL | AVERAGE
| cow |0t | wh_ |JTEM cosEl S LEAs |SEUnENT| STAFF | CoSTS ESTUDENT| STAFF
I | I - I ! |
SALARY | ta | s121,410 |$113,0% LA L B P * |s206848 | © .
{ I I I | I I
FRUNGE BENEF ITS | _to | 23,025 | 14,15 WU AT S . 17,99 |. ¢ | _*
: I { I I | ! I I
SUBTOTAL | $256,867 | $214,%355 |$131,012 |$552,414 |$127,471|$2,52% |$2,680]$224,847 [$1,692 |$21,434)
- I l I ! I I ! oo I
CONTRACTUAL SERVICES ILn2 | a0 | 22,98 | o589 | 13,508 195 | 1,810] 56,491 | 425 | s,3u5)
I ' I I I I
SUPPLIES & MATERIALS |, 19.41¢ | 6,811 6,780 | 3014} aren| 165 | 1,59) 43,609 1821 1,297
I I I I I I I I
|FURNITURE & EYUIFMENT 3,565 | s04 | 495 4,562 1.5 2 | 204 1,860 1wy anj
I I I I |
|oTHER S1,915 | 1,180 we | 52,647 | 17,443 260 | 2,342] 59,358 447 | 5,650
I S R L
| )
| TOTAL COSTS $334,071 $162,640 [$163,015 |$06%, 52 |$221,215]85,155 |$29,602{3356,161 |42,600 |$35,9)
! I
[MwesER OF STUDENTS 95,507 M,010 | 44,195 [ 200,850 | 0,203 { 132,808
I doo b .--___+ _______ S -
|msa OF STAFF | 10,950 | 7,149 4,37 | 22,47 1,49¢] | 10, 490 j
| - - |
f f I
la\rem\ce COST/STODENT | § 3,561 | $ 2,557 |8 3,695 |8 3,145 |8 1319 $ 2,680} |
. _— . I |
| ' I I
|AVERAGE COST/STAFF $ 50,%% $ 23,449 |8 52,529 |8 29,602 |$129,602 $ 35,95 ] |
| B I A

(a) Datall ol svalldble

EXIIT 11-4

TABULATION OF COMPARATIVE FYid COSIS OF LARGE
LEAS HAVIHG tHIGH PROPOKTIOHS (F SMALL SCHOOLS

13000)
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The mean cosis @f stateside school systems in this sample
were $221,775,000 in FY82. DoDDS costs at $3356,161,000 were 61
percent nigher; however, 399 percent mncr2 students were enrolled
in DoDPDS than the average of the stateside districts having many

small schools.

The £:llowing comparison indicates that DoDDS is operating a

system with a high proportion of small schools with 35 percent
iess staff on a per pupil basis and at a 15 percent lower cost
per pupil than statesid: systems with similar proportions of

small schools:

DobDS 3 LE2s

Pupils/Scaff 12.7 9.4
Salzaries and Fringe

Benefits/Staff $ 21,434 $ 23.683
Salaries., Fringe

Benefits, and

Caontractual Services/

Pupil $ 2,198
Tozal Costs/Pupil $ 1,680C $

Compariscn of DoDDS =0 LEAs with a High Properzicn of Militar
Dependert Znrollments

The LEAs in this group were chosen based on {1) proximizy to
-~

-

major military facilities, and (2) more than 25 percent of the

étudents enrolled being military dependents. Consequently., it

was not expected that “hese LEAS would compare directly in terms

of stu&ent population totals or gross annual operating costs.
Exhibit 11-5 tabulates cost elements for the sample LEAs.

Of the 4 éistricts providing data, mean annual operating costs in

FYS82 approximated $28,002.000, while me2- enrollment was 10,897.
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COST 1TEM R 1eA I, DONGS
TYPE GIOTON | Yok | CtOVER | KHMEEW | TOTAL | __ AVERAGES TOTAL |_ AVERAGE
! CONM PA_ L oaw, wa ] T | BTN €OST) 4 LbAs |STUDENS| STAFF | COSTS |STUDENT| STAFF
/ I | T
!

SALARY | s11,602 | $12,225 | $32,500 . . *  |$206,848 .

FINGE BENEFITS 1,109 2,124

FBTOTAL $12,711 | $14, 097

4,601 . . 17,999

$37,241 $ 0771 | 820,704 $24,612]4224,847 21,434

. |

4,328 8,999 2,250 2,541 56,491 5,385

4,422 4,484 2.1 195 2,395| 13,605 1,297

I
!
|
. :
| ConTRACTUAL |
| sgnvices 2,5% "t )
t G
I

{SUPPLIES & MATERIALS 1,503 947

JFumNiTIRE & EQUIPMENT 172 105 2,104 5,274 819 75 925| 1060 14|

ONER 0 2,861 47 4,060 1,017 94 1,350] 59,358 47

e ...]

TOTAL COSTS 116,942 | 410,221 | 340,342 $ 112,007 | § 20,002 182,570 |$31,623[$356,161{$2,680

{nusER oF |
| sTuoENTS 6,22 | 0,722 | 16,449 | 43,580 | 10,897 | 132,608
i

NUMBER OF |
STAFF 612 3,542 | Vi - 10,490

AVERAGE COST/
STUOENT I$ _2,m4 |s_2,000 |3 $ 5708 2,570 $ 2,680
I |
AVERAGE COST/ ; |
{STAFF $ 17,900 |3 #0508 1 35,235 | $29,964 |8 31.623 [ § 51,628 § $ 33,91

EXHIBIT 445
TABULATION OF COMPARAT IVE FY82 Q0518 OF LEAS

Wi ] ML LTAKY 1A LN LHOLLMENT S
(o)
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Clearly., these LEAs conctitute 2 very different size clars
compared to DoDDS, so gréss cost comparisons are velatively
unproductive. Given the existence of impact aid and the high
' per: antage of dependent enrollments, oue would expect comparable
per student costs ani per staff costs.

Upon examin~tion., we find that t?ese 1LLEAs had an average per
pupil expenditure of $2,570 an FY82, compared to the DoDDS figure

of $2,680--a Gifference of 4 percent. Similarly., avarage cost

per staf{ member of the LERs is $31.623. compared to $33,951 for

-

DoDDS==a difference of 7 percent. Both per pupil and per stafs

costs are guite comparavle to DoDDS.

DoDDS COMPARED TO SZAs

0f v .2 eight states with 2nrollments comparable s DoDDS.,

"

*hese six respondel =~ rejuests Ior data. These were:
¢ Delaware
e Districi of Colurbhia
tevada
Rhode Island
& Wyoming
¢ Vermont .
Wyoming and Ve;mont provided financial data Snly on che Ztace
agency itself.
The comparison of DoDDS to© states is premlsed ou structural
similarity. oODS. Washingt.n Headquartersi., for exampl:, has som>
of the characteristics of an 52a, while %he reglc..s can be CCne-

strued as analogous vo LEAs. .The states included ir the . *mple

11-1%3




do not iaclude an intermediata structure between state and lecal
education agency. The District of Columbila does nave 2 reglonal
structure which is accounted for in the data presented. State-
‘wide costs of the responding SEZas which provided data are com~

pared to DoDDS. A direct comparison between ODS central office

® . .
and SEA costs 1s not possible since DoDDS includes in 9DS figures

the cost of Interservice Support Agreements negotiated on a

T
,worldwide basis. A detalled comparison of ODS with statewide
systems having comparable enrollment is providad in Exhibit l1l-6.

The following summarizas this comparison:

AVERAGE PLRCENT
DoDDS 4 STATES DIFFERENCE

‘Tctal Pupils 132,838 . 122,779 + 8%
Tctal Staff 10,490 8,86L* +18%
Tstal Costs $356,181 $316,031 +~313%
Csst Per’ Pupil 5 2,680 $ 2,37 + 33
Zout Per Staif $ 33,351 $ 32,1565* ~ 8%
Fupils Per Stalif 12.7 13.9 - 9%

CoDDS's tcfﬁl enrollzent is 8 percent nhigher than the
average enrollmeat of 2 shateside systems gxamined. DolDS
tota)l costs are 13 percent nigher than -he opserved statewids
costs. ?er'pupil costs are thus very similar beatween DoDCS and
statewide systems. The largest difference found tetween DoDDS
and states is in the area of staff, where DoDDS reports l8 per-
cent more employees than do the statewlde systems. Whereés DoDOS
appears less heavily staffed than school districts of similar

size {showing 7 percent more pupils per staff member), DoDDS

appears more heavily staffed when it is compared with the entire

*Three-State Average.
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COST ITEM OR __STaIr e 1 DoDS
1YPE DIST; OF [ e | | roraL | . AVLRAGE | TOTAL |, AVERAGE
I CoLM3tA | NEVADA | 1starp  |DELAWARC |iTEM COST | 4 STATKS | STWOENT ) STAFF (21| coSts JSTunEnt
SALARY $244,337 |$230,396 |$280,770 [$175,569 |§ ©31,022|3232,758 | § 1,096 2 162|%206,040]%1,557 819,718
| I I I i [ |
43,670 | 52,810 | 18,335 | 426,773] 31,693 258 2,781] 17,955 135 |$ 1,716]|

|

]

|

|

{

| | | | !
| $ 2,15 27,242($224,847] 81,692 [$21,434]
!

|

|

|

|

FRINGL BTNEFITS | 11,915
|
|

SYBTOTAL $256,256 |$279,026 | $533,619 |$195,904 |$1,057,805]% 26,4.
I

I | |
I I ]

|

|

|

I

|

CONTRACTUAL | |
52,5300 | 499 | 21,500 b24,190) 31,05 | 253 2,844 56,491 425 | 5,389

| |

|

f

|

|

|

| servicrs | 1,64
I I I I
SUPPLIFS & MATRRIALS 11,512 |tincLen] 22,500 1,766 41,705] 13,928
_ | unotR : |
FURNITURE & EQUIPMENT 3,209 JCONTRACT.| 4,400 | 2,154 9,553} 3,204
|service st
|oTiER -0- | ] -0 30,482 30,462] 10,161

| -

a5 175 13,605 102

20 02| , 1,860 T4 m

62 1,147| 59,358] 447 | 5,658

TOTAL STATEWIOE (OSTS |$272,818 $326,424 | $409,07% |$255,806 |31,264,123[3316,051 | § 2,579 32,165]$356,161 32,660 [$33,951
NUMBER OF (STUNENTS
10TAL STATE) 93,545 | 154,330 | 150,000 | 95,072 | 401, 147] 122,710 132,080
NINUMBER OF STAFF {a} (al
(STATEWIGE) 1,918 9,631 H.A. | 10,031 26,583 8,860 | 10,490
|

|AYERAGE COST/STUDENT {8 2,916 |8 2,157 | 8 2,706 {§ 2,601 IS 2,574|8 2,514 $ 2,680

| . (a) (a}
|AVERAGE COST/STATF |8 34,468 §$ 37,794 | § = 825502 |8  32,165|% 32,165 ' [$ 33,951}

(a}Cxc ludes Rhodo Istand

Exnigd i1-6

JABULATION OF COMPARAT r 7 SIAFIWING GPURATING COSTS FYe2
000}
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educational systsm of sample states {9 percent fawer pupils per
. ' staff membet}._ This differential would be somewnat higher if the
persurnel providing the support services DoDDS receives throuqh
the military were to be included. As unoted previously, DoDDS is
a gecgravhically dispersed system., The time budgeted for admin~
istrators and educational coordinators to spend in\transi: may be
nigher than that required stateside. However, this does not
appear to account er the difference. Assuming that one third of
all above-school lavel FTEs are spent in transit (173 FTéé),
~_ | D0DDS would have tihe r=2al time sguivalient oz 12,9 staifi par pupil

{7 percent more than statesids).

CCNCLUSIONS AND RECCOMMENDATIONS

In the pre 'eding sections, Yudgeted cos' 3 of DoDES in FY82
were compared to those experiences by & variecy of public school
3
Jistricts in the same pericd. Comparisons w~2re based on equiva~
lence of distriect si%e, proportion of small sthools, and per-
ceatage of nilitary dependents enroiled. Also, slemaznts of cosc

.and overtead racaes were compared. Trom these anaiyses, the fol-
lowing conclusions have been drawn. -
L ]

2% reasonibleness of costs is defined as similarity to those
costs experienced by like organizztions. then DoDDS cosis are.
fairly rezsonable. When costs unique to DoDDE are eliminated
gross costs per Year, based either on student or staff averages,
are quite close. The variation is least noticed when DoDDS 1is

cempared to smaller districts in such special comparisons as the

percentage of military dependents analysis. Here, CoDDS' average

11=22
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costs are not widely disparate. Although per staff costs exhibit
some variance., per pupil costs are quite close. The largest
difference founé was in the comparison of DoDDS to LEAs with many
small schocls; the DobDS per-pupil cost is 15 percent beiow the
LEas® costs. The most marked difference Zound was in the
compiariscon of DoDDS with total state systems. Even here
per-pupil costs were similaf: the difference was in staff.
Conclusions prasented here regarding the reasonableness of
D0DDS zos4s must be temperad by the fact that only cost experi-
enca 1 compared. There has been a0 cost-effect:iveness or
Cost oomwparisons presented nere muse
c2d in the light ©f analyses of organizationgl struc-
£2ing, progranm effectiveness, ani general efficiency
cresented elsewhere in this report.
Given that DoDDS oosts arse ma reasonable in terms oOf
amourts per service, compared with puktlic school districts, there

ara2 no genaral racormendaticns relative to cost increase, redue-

¥

§ -

ac=ions. Wnzt is recommended is furtler

£ was expected *%hat
DoDDS would demonstrate heavier staffing than stateside LEAs of
comparable size; 4his was not found to be the case. DobDS i«
fact is not staffed 'in a manner comparable to stateside districts
with numerous small schools, having fewer staff per pupil. Addi-
tionally, winen the fuli stateside educational structure is taken
into consideration, DoDDS is more heavily staffed. These find-

ings in combinatior suggest that somewhat lower staffing may be

11-23
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avident at leower organizationrna! levels, while higher szaffing
may e ocevrring ir offices more removad £rom the schools.

Mfter raview of DoDDS' financial and hudget formats, and tha
Sata darivaple therefrom, some broad recommendations regarding
managerial accounting and document formatg have been developed,

aund are presented in Chapter 12, 3udget and Finance.




RESPOLDENT DATA SOURCE

Clover Park, Washington Budget Keport, Fiscal Year 1982-831
{Ciover Park Schoeol Dist. 2400,
Aug..9, 1982)

District >f Columbia Submitted completed data form

Columbus, dnio Progress in Education:; A Report To
' the Community (School 3ocard,
Oct. 1981)
Columbus Public Schoels General
Fungd Budget FY32
{school Board, March 3G, 1982)

tate of D2laware Report of Educational Statistics,
1231-1982

b et e ﬂ
“3tate 3o0:zrd of Elucation,

Jct. 1282)

ax cJounty, va, Fair.ax County Approved Budget FY83,
Vol. I, II, & IXI:; Annuali School
Report, 1382

Groton, Connecticut Budget, Fiscal 1982 (Board of
Ta ~"'tlon. Marca, 1,82)
Dgta Feoport, ED Q025 &t

aul
)
2/

2up:}
8
Zouston, Texas A Compilation of General Statistical

Izrormation lapgust 1932}
Sudget, 198283

Xileen, Texas 1282-83 pudget., {(Kileen Independent
Schooi District, Aug. 1982)

Menmphis, Tennessee 1282-83 Budget, Mempnis City Schools
{School Beoard, June 13%82)

Milwaukee, Wisconsin Milwaukee Public Scheools Approved
Budget, 1982-83 (undated)

Montcomery County, Md. | FY83 ¢perating Budget, May 1982
Statisticals Profiles 1981-82,
January 1382,

EXHIBIT 11-7

SUMMARY OF SOURCES OF DATA, EY RESPONDENT
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RES DATA SOURCE

State of lMevada Submitted completsd data fcr.
State of Rhode Island Submitted completed data forn

3an Diego., Caiifornia pupil Accounting Report, 6-18-82
Annual Financial & 8udget Report,
Aug. 31. 1932
Report #10 {Personnel), “arch 31,
1282

Seatitle, Wasnington Budget, Fiscal Year 1982-32 (Seattle
School District #1, June 1381,
Form #F=195)

State oI UWycming Submittad compleced Jdata form

vork, Pennmsy¥lvania 3udget, 1982-83 {Augy. 1282)

377
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CHAPTER 12

BUDGET AND FINANCE

FISCAL MANAGEMENT

nuring October and November 1982 project staff conducted

extensive interviews in the following DoD offices currently pro-
viding finance and accounting services to DoDDE:

Uoper Heyford, U.K.

Swetzingen, Germany

Torrejon, S$pain

Pdta, Spain

Vigcenza, Italy

Naples, Ita.y

“ellenikon,

Yokota, Japan
interviews were also conduct with resource manazement staff of
ODS and zhe Regional Offices and senior militarvy commanders.
Within the scope of the comprehensive study no attenmpt was made
> conduct a detailed svstems amalysis of CobDDS fiscal opera-
tions. The General Accounting 0Zfice and the Delense Augit Ser~
vize have performed such evaluatinons, and thelr reports were a
major source of data. Tne field interviaws sought to extand the
staff's understanding of the context of these reports and to
ascertain if the recommendations arrived at by GAD and DAS were
appropriate when viewed from “he field. GAO's November 1982
recommerdations to the Secretary <hat parallel areas of inquiry
of 4he Comprenensive Study ares

® Develop accounting and internal management control sys-

tems in DoDDS as required by tha Budge:t and Accounting
Procedures Act of 1950.

F?8
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DcDPS has no accounting svstem of i4s own. Financizal infer-

tion is provided by multinle nonuniform accounting systems,
which limit the utility and comp&rability of the information
available to Lhose responsibls £5r management of the school
system's flscal resources. DoDDS has initiated action to 3design
its own accounting svstem which will provide uniform infcrmation
to its managers. Professional regsourcz managers in the military
offices “hey deal with uniformly reportad inadeauatz staff with
ToD resource managetent gkills at the ragicnal level and at 0DS.
Toswevar, some niring of additional respurce manageme
occurred recentlv.

1

v ; ! mili 2ivilian oersonnel at the
and accounting offices. Sunplies wers Diten reorderad
dz2o0pligation of previously obligated funds. Principals
tock the aosition that they could aot subniz supply ordars éur;ﬁg
one school y2ar for the Zollowing y2ar's teachars,
often arrived laz2 in the schocl vear. !
cccurred in large nambars at <he a2nd of the fiscal vaar wers
recortadly not followed by spending designations. In some cases
payroil and supply obligations were not validated by DonDS.
Curlent work on budgetary and acccun;ing systems z2ddrusses this
deficit.

Another concern raised by these exrerienced rescurca man-
agers was DoDDS' history of obligating major portions of its O&M

funds in September, in contrast to other DoD agencies and activi-

ties that typically obligate most of their nonpersonnel funds by

-
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the third guarter of he fisczl year. Q00 practice has been to
withhold O&M funds each year in the event that Congress does not
authorize the pav supplemental during the spring/summer of the
current fiscal -vear. 028D budcet examiners indicated fha+ DobDS
is the only agency £5llowing this policy. DoDDS reported that it
has now received authorization to estimate pay increases in
original tudget submissions. Pay., however, is almost 70 percent
costs, and suppiies and equipment ars.the onlv major

flexibility in the 30DDS budget. Therefore in fiscal

whicn DoDDS oaperates 2nder continuing resolutiosn, vear-eni
fands will probably continue o srovide many of DoDDS necessary
supplies.

Dispc-ity was also Zound vetwzen the manner in which zhe
systam is operating and the way ODS has instructed it tc operaze.
Cocmplex coordinators are responsible Zor Z.rst-line validation
“h2 serviceé have bean received. This is the lowert level in
the system wheve th=a documents S=2scriblng authorized services are

to be maintained. However, 96 percent of school principals

reportad performing this validation funetion. Only 128 percent

did so through their complex coordinator.

8 has recently inc:sased hea@quarters level staff to allow
development of ag accounting system that will provide the neces-
sary internal controls. ODS indicates that administrative
staffing 1evel§ throughout the system are being re-evaluated to

assure that sufficient train2d personnel are in place io properly

sapport and use the svstem once designed and implemented.
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To ennhance tha managemant control cavanilities of a stan-
dardirzed accounting syétem, DoDDS sﬁou;d rainstitute the azrlier
practice of maintaining an internal audit funciion at e
regional level. DoDDS curreacly 3Jdepends exclusively on DAS for
audit services. In the past DAS audits have been toric szevific
and tend to draw samples on a regional basis. Management prac-
~ices and cersonnel were found to vary significantly across
reailons, raising the auestion of the adaquacy of this approach. ..

fiald-hasad function is necessary to iavesticate problems thas

2

[
"

aris2 at the school level, the adaguecy zand currency oI Int

service Suppor:t Azreenencs, potential Srzed and abuse in such

- -
areas as gpayrcll 2754 travel, an

fa.
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finance offizes., Such functions are not routinely veing per-
formed, and tha personnel are not availlable =z parform Yhen.
Triz condition will resmain until DoDDS =stablishes its own

acccunting svstam and can enforce its own requirements. ODS or

- a4

Reglonal Q%Zfize finance or lLogistics szaff shoull Te ancourzged
o increase visits t» military financz and accounting offices to

Decome acguaintad wich probiems and concerns firsthand.

. Develop a uniform financial coding system applicable
to DoDDS activities worléwide.

Finance and accounting office personnel repeatedly expressed
concern about the large and nonstandaLdized number ¢f accounting
codes being utilized by DoDDS. Plann.ng for a Dependents Schools
Management Structure (DSMS) was begun in 1980, and testing of the

system commenced in two regions in Gctober of 1982, ODS states

that the system will be implemented fully in October of 1983.
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Ideally: the system DoDDS implements will allow entry and
reporting in terms of unigue school codes and 2 fixed number of
functional categories to encouragde monitoring and accountability

at the school level. The information in this system should be

fiowed cdown to allow cinsistency of managdement and sound manage-
o

ment at the basic functional level, the school. Four out of 1U

.schools currently rely solely on accounting infcrmation provided
. o+

.

through their Regional Offices, while 6 out of 10 have developed
schocl unigQue accounting files. The schedulad introduction of
rzgional and school level information management systems by

Notoper of 1933 should solve vart of chis oreblem.

L Eszablish a streamlined procedure for recerding dis-

bursenants o J0DDS funds in the school systemts
accounting records. ’

In compllance with DoD procedures, disbursement voucher;
now iraveal £from cverseas to QDS and bhack overseas. This process
takes hetweesn two months and two vears, resuliing in unliguidated
onligations on the books of the Regional Jffices. Timely ang

securate information is thus .t availaile +o Regional Dirachors
for them %o comply with Anti-Deficiency Act provisions
hibit authorizing or incurring expenses in excess of appropria-
tions. A Proposai by DoDDS to correct these defici;ncies has
been made to the 0SD Comptroller. ODS expects., when apr .oved and

impilemented, this problem should be alleviat d.

. Return to the reimbursable concept in obtairing
logistics support services.

t the time of this study., the practice within DoDDS in

regard to the maznagement of logistics support service financial

38223
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a affect 3elagates responsidility for controi to the

2

resources
militarv services providing the suppvort. Specifically, milizary
services cite DolDS funds directly for support providad. This
further raduces the ability of DoDDS8 to properly manage the
resources for which it is accountable. While no gross negligence
g or mischarging has heen reported to occur, the procedures are
open *0 such abuse. Furéher. DoDDS resource managers lack even
additional information on the amount ¢2 funds that have been
coligated. : _ /
008 reported thdt in response to JA criticism this practice !

will ao longer be-eméloyed as of the 19784 fiscal Qear. This will

. :
n DoCd3' assuming increasd rasponsibility Zor manage-

e
t -

asuit

‘ment control. Staffing levels are he

w

a xanmined to ansure ade-~

’,‘l
[1¢]

guate versonnal in the Regional Offices to process the informa-

taon that wili begin tc flow through':ﬁé-§§steml i T
/
* Cevelop aznd implement a financlial nanagament training - y
ol orogram for scnool prircipels. i
In Tebruary of 1282 DoDDS Iniciated its Admiaistrater's / °
i . : .
{ Academy «o provide training Ior school principals. A financial
‘ and logistics management module is included among the workshopse;

presented throvgyh the Academy. ?2rinncipals themselves revognize
the need for such trainind. Thirty-uine §grcent of 2§£DS princi-
pals rated the training “ney received in fiscal mateérs as ad;-‘
gquate. Twelve percent rersrted having received no 4uch training.
Fi1scal, budgetary, and logistics matters conﬁ%me less than -

25 percent of 9 out of 10 principals’ time. Given the criticzl

role of the principal in the educational process the time spent

12-6
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on administrative matiers should be héld to a minimum. Proper
tools and skills are a way of ensuring efficient use of tfime and
ninimizing abuses of the school: supporc cystems.

* Current DoDDS policies suggest teachers should ccntact
principals first when pgroblems arise in regard to payrcll issues.
After bringing problems to *hair principals' attentijofn teachers
are to contact payroll offices directly. These offices reported
receiving a large number of phone calis weexly from teachers
maklng rer.sated inguiries regarding cosn-of-living adjustments,
pav rates, pay pericdas, and tne like. Some isolated ins:anceﬁﬂ
have even heen repogted 2f notices velng posted fn DoDDE schwols
encouraging teachars to flood the Tespective nilitary suggo-t
office with phones calls. We regard this Practiice as abusiva and
Qunter to DoDDS® organizaticnal interests. Hany if Aot mest

i
guestions could bHe answered oy one prolfessional cor administrative

individual a: each school w:... has been thoroughly briefed on
salary ani benefits caiculation and:has access 45 sound informa-
tion. The informational brochuare d;veloged Dy USAFACEUR with
staff zssiscance from DoDDS explains thess computazions i a
simple and direct way, and shculd be distributed o all DoDDS
employees periodicall}.

Consideration should be given to the iwpact increased man-
agement control in the system would have cn principals and the
level of tvalning appropriate for principals. In impiementiag
expanded fiscal and logistics maﬁagement systems the burder ou
principals should not be ingreased, on.y their skills refined to

hS 1

“
allow them to fully suppcrt the system. ' In that J0DDS would ve

12-7
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performing somé functidds it doés ot .ndw perfordm, it may be
: ' .. L . . 2

. -4ppropiiaté to provide additicnal administrative support to

principals {n thé .area of resdiece management.
.0 , B T -

BUDBGET DEVELOPMENT. AND. ALLO OCATION

k

. ‘The budget development and allodation ptogess within DoDDS

"hes as fts: primarv Pirpose supporting the operition of $chools.
efther through direct or indireét applicatioh 6f resoutces.
Three :0ut Of fouf grincipals. percéive. that this process is
funétionifg properly in that theif schools feceive théir faic
share of fuads. - R .

The s¢hool Budget, from the. perspeéctive of prindipals, is.

primafily a matter of staff positions, approval of requests ifor

such things as purchase &f major equipmefit dnd .nénrecurring maid-

: : e e o !
tenance, and the allocatidn of funds for trfansportition, sup-

plies, and equipment. While the maiority of Principals regort
they are receiving their fair share ef:fun&am.aniy 36 percent
nercelved the 1982-83 school level dudget for supplies and equlp-
:ment to be adequate.. It should be noted +that as, ‘of May 1983 the
*“boDDs FY83 budget was $34 million ‘below the adjusted prisr year

amount as a result of operat;ng under continuing resolution.

-

ot adequacy of this budget and their essessment of the ddequacy
of the matertels it allows them to purchase, which were rated
highiy.

The fthlvgmnntqu pr;nqiggi§~in the developmént of the
.DoDDS budget va;;es:agéq:dingftb regigndl pieet;ce. Three-

guartérs of all prineipidls report initiating estimates at the

,,,,,,,

-
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A
[
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§chool level. Variation is found in what their ‘#ubmissioén

[ T

covers. School supplies and equipment budgets are almost unie

vérsally initiated by principals, while less thah half f the

TR Ay ¥ e
- .. -
-

principals are involved in developing travel; TDY, répair and

maintenance, and staff aspects of the budget. At the -schéel,

=y Jurroy

lével the perception is that where the school provides gpputi:iﬁé
bitidget submission influences its funding. Yet thése\suﬁﬁissiéné;"
‘were characteristically referréd to as "wLSh'L;Stgﬁtby'tﬁoéélé?Q%Ll
pafiﬁé them.’ Regional Officé personnel wnoftevigﬁ.§¢h§5r1$ﬁ§g§§tf

submissions expressed coacern that priﬁdiphgs.oftéﬁ dé pot take.

the task seriously, and their requests should bé given close .

¥

R E e A e ot e

scrutiny.

fegions but many of the details of the guidelines also vary.

Ll gy s r—

Stzffing and equipment guidaace is standardized sgstemwidéﬁ now-

ever, this is not the case with other aspects of the budget wﬁi@h.-

are left to the Qiscretion of Regional Offices.

T ety r A e Py,
BRI N -
. Wl

It is recommended that DoDDS reconsider its budget deveréﬁé'

ment process so that {1) more informatisdn and documentation £iow

oty

ip through the system and (2) this information is based on more
standardized principles. One example of the dissimilarities .
occurfing across regions is found in schéol level budgets for
supplies and equipment. While systemwide this budget hverageg

approximately $60 per pupil, significant differences exist in. the

average appropriations to schools across regions. Based on

Not only does the practice of budget development vary acrdss
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3 e e?ihéipglé} ?épc;;s of their supplieés and esquipment budget ‘é
allocations we ‘fina the following: Jos
: | T
§¢ ﬂanama $84 >
Be Gérmany-Notth $80 ;
. Atlantic $67 :
< Méditerraneéa. §$58 " ¢
o Germany-South $46 ]
- Pacifie $38 A
(e 1t is recomménded that for budgeting purposes DoDDS develdp 4
P . .
F o - . o i . . "%
5,; &ndhutilize what:may.bé termed program structuré costs, that is, T
5; ® costs attribiitasle to the existénce of & given organization, and- . ﬁ
% R “.premisg¢ on -a modél drganization chart, staffing plan, and table g
E" I ’ ' T ' * ) a4 :
i of plant and équipient. This riodel should alsc define the number :
§= §£:service outputs the basic program structure can produce. For a
H t - 3
L DoPDS, this would be a waximum n ‘mber of students capable of jzj
l I ) ‘ R - . ;
b béing taught By a given school or school complex with the man- g
¢ ' i
: dated resources. More dbroadly put, program structure costs in 1,;
i " ‘DoDDS. would be drganized as f£ollows: o
T, o H
< ’ Unit Progtam ‘Strilcture Elemeénts Qutputs .nl
' School Building, Maintenance, Supplies, tudents ) L
' Equipmént, Statf (Including Taught o

" Some Teaching Positions), and Per Year 5 ‘“§

the Like [ oL

Region Organizat;on Structure, Staff Schools i

Materials : Supervised :

oDS organization Structure, Staft, Regions ilj

Materials ’ Svpervised; 2

‘ K Special o

Programs -

Managed B

These program structures would be costed, and the basic 'gklé

‘hulmber of students served within the structure defined. The L

program structire costs would then form the equivalent of a *‘g

1210 ' S s
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#ix8d cost base for servige delivéry from which DODBS budgeting

for studéents in. excess of "program structure" capacity would pro=

ceed. Dévelopment of the costd yould take intd adéount variablés

" §lch as size of School: country; -and dispeérsion of students.

To complement the “program struéture" costs approach dut~ -

1ined above, it i§ recomméndad that detailed .analysis of cost

elements related to prOvision of student. services be conducted,
\ )
and a standard cost be developed for each .éleémerit. Cost‘elemgnggz

-~

costs; whau wouid be shught iswa-m;x of augb's&empn.s=whi=bfﬁﬁgfd

defirie the incremental cost associated with -eash fiew studarnt

énitering DoDDS. Tﬁié woiild Bé a historitel cost gtudy to deter~

mine both the current cgst or pr;cing of each -elemént of educa-

tional service, and then;ongétcrm trend, so ns‘to'predxct futunq

costs. Typical elemests might include:
. Instructional pérsdnnel costs
Books

. Supplies and materials {used by thé student
individually)

Mater;als and 1earn1ng aids {used by groups of
students, Y- aud;ov;sual mater;als)

Health Servjces
Transportation

f
Special pfogram costs, such as:

Special Education

Vocatiunal Education ‘
Athlatics and BExtracurricular Activities
Art and Music

Sciénce and Math Enricliment

ESL




The result would be a refihed student-year standard cost of
the type discussed earlier. This standard cost would be applicis.
bie to each new student in excess of the program structure cadad-

ity of DoDDPS. This would greatly facilitate Budget justifica-

tion, since the Department, OMB, and the Congress gould be given:

A basic cost projection in the form: .

(Program Structure Cost) + (Standard Cost x Number of
Incremental Students) = Budget

This could, of course, be adjusted annually for pay cost éhangégj’;
inflation, and the like and would be supported by detail devel= ’
épad and documented at the Regiodnal lavel.
"

lIS‘éveJ_.gpment of Improved Budget Formats

Much of the format of bhudget submissions to the Depar:mept
aﬁd OMB by DoDDS is mandated from‘those organizationsz (e.g., by
OMB Circular A-1ll). To facilitate understanding, however, cer-
tain additions to the existing formats could proves very helpfulf-
Recommended changes are the following:

e Include “At~a~Glancae” Tables. These would be one-page
tables Cross-walxking: '

- Programs against organization units

- Programs against object class costs

- Organization units against objeét class costs

Each table would summarize total .DoDDS ér total unit
costs for a single fiscal vear. Cross-referancing or
footnoting would reflect the relationship 6f the iteéms
to the other tabulations and justifications.

Prepare Unit-by-~-Unit Summary of Changes. For each
unit, changes in budget by program should be presented.

Narrative Justificatidn. For &ach cliange in program py-
unit, provide a narrative explanation, computing the
amount and defining the reason or cause of the changé.

12-12 389
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It would be valuable to explore the best approach to incorporat-
ing such format‘changes in existing budget materials., Some of
these and other format changés have been included in DoDDS'
o é;?ised'summer|19$3 budget instructions, but 0DS maintains only
‘ “Fegiohal information, .not school level data. Although some
-$hidnge in budget foqmat is desirable and is being achieved, DoDDS

Jmist &pntiﬁue to conform to the format provided by the Department
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CHAPTER 13

DECISION MAKING AND POLICY DEVELOPMENT

The assessment of DoDDS decision making and policy develop-
ment functions proceeded from the position that‘{l) for these
functions to be performed appropriately, information on which to
base decisions must be available, ang {2} those having review
authority external to the organization would perceive the func-
tions as being carried out effectively. Information rcaquirements
were defined as being those needed to carry out the following
responsibilities:

© Strategic Planning, which refers to the process of
deciding on objectives, changing objectives, allocating

resources to meet objectives, developing policies, and
monitoring resources acguisition

ManaGement Contrsl, which refers to the process used by
managsrs to obtaln resources that meet objectives

Operational Control, which refers to the process of
assuring that specific tasks are carried out effec-
tively and efficiently

Exhibit 13~ provides the detailed structure that was used for
assessment. It should be noted that it was in this area of the
system’'s manajement that the most developmental activity was

feund to be occurring within DoDDS.

STRATEGIC PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT CONTROL

In a public service organization such as DoDDS the concept

of strategic planning is best evidenced through the budget pro-

cess. As part of this process the system addresses the hroad

13-1
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guestions aboﬁt where the system is going, Qefines naw initia-_
tives, determines preferred courses of action, and obtains con-
currence of those above in the chain of command (i.e., the
Department of Defense and the Congress).

A formalized, integrated process for planning and budget
development based onh programmatic objectives has been neglecped
in the past. Through FY83 there has beén extreme variations at
the regional level, in how the budget requests submitted to QDS
are developed. One region, reporting itself to have a bottom-up
programn-based budget process, regquests school principals to
submit their reguirements for textbooks, supplies, ,and
educational eguipment only. Another region ¢irculates detailed
budget guidance relative +0 all major budget line items to all
schonls. It is the sum of information gathered through these
diverse means that is the source of data referenced by CDS staff
when compiling the region level and helow component of the
system~wide bdudget reguest. With a few important exceﬁtions. +he
general directionality in budget development has been downward,
rather than upward from discrete programmatic elements at the
school level.

Beginning with the FY84 budget cycle DoDDS has adoptad a
participatory budget system that more fully involves the regional
headguarters in the preparation and defense of the DoDDS budget
and in the distribution of assets. Senior management expects
this more open approach to budgeting will eliminate the

adversarial relationships between regions and reduge retention

-2 394
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of contingency funds at the regional level. DoDDS also reports
its plans to move towards standardization of‘school level budget
inputs and has begun an increased program of education and train-
ing of administrators. ODS antilipates this, in conjunction with
the Regiornal Information Management System (RIMS) and the School
Inforration Management System (SIMS), will give the administra-
ters the fcols they need to becoms managers.
DoDDS' budget has increased annually since 1978, as shown

below:

FY79 $313,544,000

Y80 $342,803,000

FYSL1 $369,300,000

FY892 $396,693,000

FY83 $413,511,000
Those in oSD inveolved in revisw and approval of the DoDRS budzet
report that while growth has occurred, the process has not been
an efficient one due to the inability on the part of pDopDDS to
clearly ar:iculate its needs. The need for -uch clear articula-
tion to ensurs an efficisnt process is of prima importance.
SopDS is highly visible, being different in na y respects from
other defense 2gencies participating in thi: process,

Up through the FY83 budget cycle, budge_ hearing experience
has included instances of ODS administrators being unable to
provide consistent counts of students and teachers to define
budget requests. The individuals wheo understand the data used in

developing the budget (i.e., the Regional Directors) have not

always been sufficiently invelved in budget defense.

‘DoDDS reports that, subseguent to the period of data collec-

tion for this study, a standardized format for regional budgets
13-4
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has been producéd, and a chional‘Information Management System
is schedvled for implementation. The planned syster: will allew
idertification of school level budgets for those items that are
discreticnary at the school level and will permit tracing of
execution data. Continued intensive attention on the part of
DoDDS senicr administraiors to the implemantation of a system
with such capability is strongly encouraged.

Those external to DeDDS who are responsible for budget
raview also report that data on relative effectiveness of alter~.
native strategies and approacheg to a wide array of logistical
and instructional services have not been previded in the past.
Suck information is the producst of systemaiic research designed
specifically to aid decision making by providing evidence
regarding the degree to which a program is meeting its stated
onjectives (i.e., program evaluation).

Systematic ~rogram evalvation is undertaxen by D¢ D8

’
throuch:

. The annual systemwide testing program

. The five-~year curriculum review process

® NCA Aceveditation

. Educational evaluation programs of the regions

The €irst tw6 approaches are corprehensive ongoing system-
wide programs of applied research. As with these programs, the
NCA Accreditation process s an essential activity providing

valuable information. Although datz from NCA evaluations are




drawn together and discussed, a formal analytic framework aprlied
to this information could enhance the information available to K
decison makers. While useful as it is structured, the cyclin& of <
curricula through the five-year assessment does not provide the
‘. opportunity to examine interactions across subject areas and dcas Y
not provide data on the success of the educational program as a

whole. There is some evidence of redundancy between ODS spon- _ ;
gored testing and regional evaluation programs. The utility of '
the data bases Dol ¥ has gproduced through its educationa) assess-
ments cannot be denied. From a management perspective, however, Ny
ODS adminiscrators have been limited in the us2 they co;ld}make &
of “hese data bases. 038 is acquiring an internal analytic
¢.pability that will increase its ability to access these

systems. TUntil acquisition in complete, it is fully dependent on

R g

DMDC to produce special’ analyses, a dependency atypical of :

iy

stateside syste s of gimilar size.

Evaluation of DoDDS functions that are suppeortive of the

R

educational program (e.g., logistics, finance, and accouating) do !
not underge comparable systematlc evaluation., Studies by the 5
Inspector General and General Accounting Office do provide
information in this vein. These studies, however, are designed i ;
.to answer questions posed outside of the system:, not in response 3
to the needs of DoDDS decision makers. DoDDS can: and does, L
request :ssistance from the Defense Audit Service to answer

specific internally developed information requirements. These i

-
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are currently ad hoc. ODS reports that a systematic planned
program for such assessments is being formulated.

A shortcoming of past studies performed in the areas of
logistics and finance is that they are not designed to assess the
effectiveness of these operations in meeting the educational
objectives of DoDDS. For example,‘a recent GAO study strongly
encouraged DoDDS to irncrease the local hiring of full-time
:eachers. The design of that study looked at hiring practices
exclusively from an economic perspective. No analytic considera-
tion was given to the effect increased local hiring would have on
th; pool of substituts *eachers essential to the smooth operation
¢f educational programs. By relying solely on external resources
for these types of evaluat;ons, information sensitive to DoDDS

!
oblectives is not readily availalle to DoDDS administrators and

policymakers.

MANAGEMENT CONTROL 2ND OPERATIONAL CONTROL

During the past eight months DoDDS has initiated intensive
activity designed to create a management information system that
contains provision for automated data processing. while in its
initial stages. the system is expected by ODS to alleviate a
major portion of the deficiencies cited in the following discus-
sion. During the data gathering period for the current study,
little evidence was found of the tracking of program and sub-
program costs, personnel, or ocutcomes. The precedin@ chapter

provided discussion of shortcomings in the accounting process
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currently in operation that limitg the information available to
managers to track éxpenditures against their budgets. The
ability to manage fiscal resources has been hampered further in
recent budget cycles by codtinuing resclution autheorities in lieu
of appropriations and the late appropriations of funds for
teacher salary adjustments. The effect of the budgeting phenome-
non on managers is compounded by 1iﬁited information. Some, but
not all, regions maintain informaéion that allows them to react
promptly and rationally to sudden "windfalls" when funds are

{

released late in the schcol vear. Others do not use information
,on school-level programmatic needs to respond in this Qay.

The information available to .managers is further limited by
DoDDS' dependence on the military for support services. There is
no routine coordinated system of link2ge between provider of ser-
vice and requestor of service. The most obviocus case of this is
in the area of accounting, where 2ach oranch of the military
provides reports in =zheir own format according to their own
unigque expense categories. The DoDDS accounting system under
design should alleviate this .situation. But this is not ﬁﬂgdgﬁly
area of military support. All personnel services are provided
through the military. Information on personnel subsequently
resides in the various CPO offices. It is available to DoDDS on
request, in the format and within the time frame established by

the service provider. The situation is similar in regard to

other services provided by the military.

333
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DoDD$ has been affected by this decentralized unstandardized
data network. When information is reéuired to answer a manage-
ment Question, there is a worldwide or regionwide (as the case
may be) effect. Staff are pulled away from operational rasponsie
bilities to track down and compile needed data, often with little
definition of the data regquirement. One request for information
in the £all of 1982, appearing as a single sentence, t¥iggered
on-site inspections of all schools. The information compiled by
one region in response to this request was measured in terms of
feet; other regional responses were measured in pages.

While questions have bheen raised over -the years";;%arding
the fact that iC percent of DoDD$' budget is devoted to student
transportation {compared to zn average S percent stateside), '
DoDDS has not been in a position to justify the expense because
transportation is the responsibility of the military. Regional
Offices find it difficult to identify problematic spending pat-
terns for lack of adeguate ané standardized data. The data
reside at individual military installations. developed by trans-
portation officers in accordance with DoD guidance but inter~
preted under individual service and command instructions.

DoDD$ has completed the deslign of a school level management
information system and has conducted an information needs
assessment at the OD$ and regional levels. When implemented.
these systems should facilitate the upward flow of information to

the system's managers and decision makers.
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Tae downward flow of information is also critical within an
ocganization--particularly one as geogfaphically diépersed as
' DoDDS. Such downward distribution of information provides infor-
mation needed to guide those making management and oparational
control decisions. It is also essential to ensure that those
assessing the system and its schools from outside the organiza-
tion have an accurate perception. I+ is in DoDDS' best interest
that perceptions be accurate to ensure that behavior toward the
‘system is appropriate.

There is evidence o miscommunication between DODDS, as a
system, and those on whom the system depends for service. Inter-
viewers were continuously iinforme2 by military personnel, at all
levels, of cases of mismanagement in DoDDS or of situations where
lthey were highly critical of decisions made by DODDS. While some
of these cases could ve documented, others 2ould not., For
example. the tals was often told by community commanders that
DoDDS “bobtails™ *he facilities it builds in order %o spread the
funds it receives under MILCON. This is not the case, but the
perspective exists that DoDDS managers are maXing decisions that
are not in the best jnterests of the schools.

DoDDS managers do not have to explain and justify their
.actions to all persons claiming an interest in the school system.

But it is in the system's best interest that those regquested ¢o

act on DoDDS' management decisions have a basls for respecting

[

those decisions.
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A requirements-type budgeting process should be implémented
uniformly throughout DoDDS, with staff providing necessary train-
ing and guidance to personnel at all levels regarding current and
five-year budget develcpment, ’

Elements that should be included in the development of pro-

gram level budget juszifications include:

Enrollment projections and the basis for the projec-
tions: currently thnese are obtained from the military
services,

Total amount requested for the activity with special
emphasis on the rationale for changes from the current
year estimate,

What would be accomplished for the target population
and why this is impor:ant,

Where the request is lower than current levels, an
sxplanation of “he reascns for the reduction {(i,e.,
cost~saving measures, change in DoDDS role, diminishing .
need, program consolidation, current fiscal restraints, i
etc,). A description of the anticipated impact, if :
any, on the target population and how parents or other
public and private groups may assume the financial
responsibility should be given.

Evaluation resulss, including educational and GAOD
findings, wnich support proposed changes in strategy,
Evaluation results used can be positive or negative,
but should support the budget strategy, Evidence of
effectiveness other than formal evaluation results may
be used,

T PR e R O R

Relationship of activity and/or strategy to DoDDS
Director priorities or DoD priorities for the budget
vear,

R i . ]

Des2riptive measures for the past, current, and budget
vears which can be gquantified and which give a quick
indication of the tangible results of the program,
Care should be taken in choosing data that are tied to
the objactives and strategies of the program, The
numbers ‘may identify per-pupil expenditures, number of
hours per week of training, and number of participants
served, Several measures should be included for each
program {decision unit),

b
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é Highly specific budget preparation guidance and training of :
| administrators at all levels will be necessary to assure proper i
implementation of these budget directiveﬁ.

An "alternative level" request should be required for ) é
certain decision units each year in order %o ascertain the likely @
impact of expanding. éontracting, or eliminating specific DoDDS

programs and activities. In this instance the same detailed

e

W e by d e 1y T ar

rationale and asscciated descriptive measures would be prepared

T
e

; for the alt2rnative level budgst.

Sy

o

Requirements~type srogram oudget justifications are to be

initiated at the lowest lavels of the system and vuilt up to a2 .

E T S VT PR T

svstemwide level on an annual basis bdeginning in FY84., These
integrated zudgets should be used to Provide: for the Sirst time, _ !

a fully articulated and justified DoDDS budget formulation that

Far A

explicity shows program decision unit tradeoff considerations,
and provides a formal accountability mechanism for subsequently
measuring resource managmen& performance at every administrative
level including the school-building level. . é
To complement and support this budget process DoDDS should .
develop a strategic (long-range) planning capability and program.
Such planning should inveolve an analysis of environmental influ- j
ences affecting the organization and its mission, including demo-
graphic trends, economic factors, technological concerns, and
education conditions. This planning should include frequent o

consultations between the DoDDS Director, Regional Directors. and E

et

other division hneads to assure responsive support to new issues

13-12 .
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and policy questions as they emerge, and to provide these deci~

sion makers an early opportunity to participate in the formula-

tiLn of the assumptions guiding the planning process. Although

one outcome Of this process would be an annual coordinated DoDDS
Program Objective Memorandum [PO¥] projecting financial needs for
the next five vears, we envision a broader and more open-minded
planning activity that would extend beyond the requirements of
POM development.

The evaluation activities now undertaken by DoDDS should be
expanded to be a comprihensive, coordinated activity that pro-
vides inf&rmationfon all aspects of the system. An evaluation
plan should.be developed that includes the education assessment
program now in placer integrates the avaluation of support sef;
vices, and orovides Central Cffice access to certain information

now reviewed only at the regional lavel. The evaluation activi-

“"ties of the Regicnal Offices and ODS chould be coordinated, and

regions should not duplicate the information collection activi~
ties initiated by ODS. DoDDS is encouraged to continue its
development of an integrated management information system ané to
move gquickly, but carefully, to implementation.

Consideration should also be given to developiag an in~house
analytic capability. This would provide decision makers the
flexibility to take full advantage of the information available
to them. Two additi?ﬂ?;‘functions might be considered in con~
junction with the information system and evaluation program:

(1) the development of a centralized sStudent data bank, and




(2) the initiation of a published Annual Educatjion Report that
would include current information and statistical summaries cn
student characteristics, faculty profile, detailed budget
expenditures, curriculum changes. and findings of program eval-
nation and special research studies to interested military com~
manders and families, 0SD. ana the {ongress,

The current development 0f a centralized student data bank
should assure accurate and timely transfer ¢of pertinent health
and academic record data to receiving schnols (both stateside and
in DoDCS) in advance of student arrival. In addition, when
implemented, the cencralized student data bank will provide a
unigque and extremely important capability Jor conducting ongoing

longitudinal research on the effect of DoDDS schooling (with '

approupriate controls for parent background and school transition)

that would pe impossible toc obtain in any other cost-effective
manner. With this analvtic capability DoDDS will te in a
position “o directly estimate the outcome ¢f£f a DoDDS education on

its students.




CHAPTER 14
STRUCTURE AND ORGANIZATION

Preceding the merger of Sermany-North and Germany-South on

January 1, 1983, DoDDS was organized jinto six Regional Qffices

and a Headguarters office {ODS) in Alexandria, Virginia. Four of

the five current regions contain subregional astructures (EPAs)
which will ba referred to as district-level organizations here.
Some of these EPAs have been given a supervisory role in relation
to school principals within their assigned geographic areas.

A concern that emerged from our interviewing and data co%—
lection was the enormous variability in the supervisory span of
control existing across regions. In locations where &istriect
EPAs are delegated direct supervisory responsibiiity fo: school
principals., one typlcally finds a more reaszonable span of control
erxtending to 10-15 priacipals.

A second arsa of concern that surfaced in our interviewing
was the widaspread perception tha* DoDD3 is top heavy with admin~
istrators. This belief was pervasive among military commanders.,
principals, teachers, parent;, and even Regional office staff.
Careful examination of staffing data repsrted for large schaol
systems nationwide reveals that thisc concern may be well founded.
DoDDS currently r.ports that ratios of students/central-office
professional staff are lower than those for comparable school

systems stateside, despite substantial administrative support




in the personnel, finance, and accounting areas outside of DoDDS.

However, DoDDS not only fulfills the role of a local school

system but also carries out responsibilities assumed by stateside
State BEducation Agencies and intermediate or regional educationail
gservice units.

A third issue that emerged from the data collection effort
was the aextent of operational functions performed at the HoDDS
headquarters level. Certain operational responsibiliti:s were
deliberately esﬁablished at both ODS and regional levels.

Rather than finding the differentiation between »olicy/planning
(0DS) and operations kregion) articulatad in DoDDS publications,
considerable overlap was discovered in functions across levels,
with little evidence of strong policy and planning leadership
from ODS! Recent steps taken by ODS to design and implement a
managemené‘information system, as well as a school improvement
program, suggest that top management attzntion is beginning to be
direcrted toward these deficiencies.

A fourth area of concern that gurfaced in our inquiry was
the apparent unevenness in the quality and responsiveness of
personnel services provided by Civilian Personnel Offices. More
than a third of all school principals report these services as
unsatisfactory, a level unequaled by any other DoDDS support
activity. This finding is perhaps reflected by the sentimeuts of
CPo Directors themselves, almost half of whom would not object to
DoDDS ' providing its own personnel functions rather than

depending on CpQ support.
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Tinally, a £ifth major theme that evolved during data col-
lection was an apparent imbalance across all organizational
levels in the allocation of personnel and the effort given to
resource management. Few professionally trained resource
management specialists exist at any level of the DoDDS system at
the presen: time. Efforts.have been initiated only in recent
months to develop a management information system that might
provide timely inputs to the budget planning cycle. These
deficiencies have contributed., in our judgment. to such problems
as inaccurate forecasting of student enrollm;nts. GAO reports
critical of DoDDS’' Zinancial and accounting practices, and
inadeguate strategic and long-range planniag.

In this chapter a reorganization of the system is proposed.
as a means of addressing these problems in a coerdinated manner.
In the first section a revised regional and district organiza-~ .
£ional plan is discusgsei. The rationale of this structure is
reduction in the number of professionals above the school level,
and location ©f educational and resource management specialists
closer to the school level. Next, a new managemen:t structure i
presented for ODS, regions: and districts that more clearly
différentiates pelicy and planning functions from operational
functions, while strengthening the emphasis on integrated
resource manag;ment at all levels. In the third section., speci-
fic staffing allocations are proposed to demonstrate how the new

structure could be manned in an efficient and effective manner.

The final section presents an organizational plan that would




enable DoDDS to provide its own personnel functions rather than

receive this support from CPOs.

REGIONAL CONSOLIDATION AND DISTRICT ORGANIZATION

The previocus 6 DoDDS regions employed 425 persons a: the
Regional Office and the district levels. wWith the exception of
Panama, Regional Offices have had rouahly equal complements,
despite greatly different student enrcllments {varying from
approximately 14,000 tc 44,000 students). On-board staff as of
December 1, 1982, is shown in Exhibis 14-1.

This replicated staffing postur: across Regional QOffices,
together with the staffing complement in the Headquarters Ofiice,
has produced lower ratios of students/central-office professisnal
staff than would be expectad for a large school system. This
disparity would be even greatar if the professional staff ocutsids
DolDS who are providing various administrative support functions
to CobDS (i.e., €P0, military finance. and accountiing) were
counted as they are for comparative figures from other school
systems. The comparative ratio of students/central-office pro-
fessional staff for school systems nationally having more than

25,000 students, 2 combination SEA/LEAs (Hawaii and District of

Columbia), 1 large LEA similar in size to DoODS, and DoDDS are as

follows: .
Type Enrollment Ratio

Large School Systems » 25,000 577
Combination SEA/LEA

(Hawaii) 161,387 845
Combination SEA/LEA

{D.C.)} 93,545 538
Fairfax County, Virginia 123,675 S09
DobDS 138,860 441
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ATL GER=N GEZR-S PAC PAN TOTAL

Director 6 2 3 6 3 26
Exec, Services 9 8 8 11 5 58
Education 33 22 27 23 18
Logistics 12 16 15

Piscal 15 17

Personnel 6

pistrict 11

TOTAL 89

EXHIBIT 14-1

ODS AND REGIONAL STAFF
ON BOARD BY DIVISION

11 13-s




Each comparison shows DoDDS <o have a lower ratio of students/

central-office professional staff than ¢omparable gchool systems,

suggesting that DoDDS is overstaffed at the central office or
above school level.

Central office professional level staffing can be controlled.
in part, by reducing the number of Regional Offices from the
current five to three, with the Atlantic, Mediterranean, and
Panama regions being consolidated into a single region, as shown
below:

Previous Hew

Regions Regions

Germany-North

Germa
Garmany-South rmany

Atlantie
Mediterranean Atlantic/Mediterranean
Panama
Pacific Pacific
We recommend that the offices for these three new regions be
located in wWiesbaden, Eastcote, and Okinawa.

The gsituation of the Panama Regional Office involves sev-
eral special considerations. The recently concluded treaty with
Panama raguires that the U.S. not increase the functions or
personnel associated with any activities currently being con-
ducted in Panama. Although the elimination ©f a DoDDS Regional
Office in Panama would appear to be consonant with the treaty
“erms, it may be desirable for military or political reasons to

consider a transitional status for Panamz in which it would

report directly to the DoDDLS Director for the next one to two

411
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years, albeit as a district organization rather than as a DoDDS
Regiconal Office. -

If DoDDS regional consolidation is expanded, it is essen~
tial that the subregiconal or district-level organization be
extended to provide immediate and direct supervision of school
principals. We propose 20 District Offices, each supervising and
providing administrative/management support to approximately
10-15 schools. The District Offices might be located by city

and/or couhtry: as shown in Exhibit 14-2,

MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE

DoDDS management needs to give priority consideration to.
revising the structure at the Headguarters level to:
) FPacilitate short-term and long-range planning
. Better inform decision making through an expanded
evaluation activity and/or an increased, accessible

information base

. Coordinate budget development with planning and improve
budget justification capabilities

e Maintain responsive support to congressional and
Department of Defense needs

Activities that are operations oriented should be transitioned:
where possible, to the Regional Office level. This further
decentralization of operational activities should occur simul-
taneously with enhanced centralization of policy/planning and
evaluation and monitoring functions at ODS. A proposed organiza-
ticnal structure for ODS that accentuates these onjectives is

shown in Exhibit 14-3,.

14-7
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Germany Region (8) Bremerhaven
Frankfurt
Mainz
Heidelberg

. Kaiserslautern

Stuttgart
Nuernberg
Munich

Atlantic/Mediterranean U.X. West
Region (8) UB.X. East

Benenor
Panama and Islands
Spain .
Italy ¥orth
Italy South
Greece/Turkey/Bahrain

Pacific Region (4) Xorea
Japan
Qkinawa

Philippines

EXHIBIT 14~2

DISTRIBUTION OF DISTRICT OFFICES BY REGION

2
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DIRECTOR

DEPUTY DIRECTOR

DEPUTY DIRECTOR

PLANNING, BUDGETING
AND EVALUATION

OPZRATIONS

EXHIBIT 14-3

PROPOSED ODS STRUCTURE

14-9
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For the Regional Qffices we propose a management structurs
thas closely resembles the current regional organization (Exhibit
14-4). The current regional structure appears well suited to an
operations orientation. We propose to sireamline it further by
dropping the Executive Services Division and merging necessary
functions from this division inte the Office of the Regicnal
Director. As expiained in a later section, most current roles in
existing Regional 0Offices will be carried into the new structure,
with one major exception: only a small Instruction Division staff
will remain in the Regional Of£fice, while most current Education
Division staff will :ransfer to instruction units in District
Offices.

The proposed structure of the new District Office is shown
in Sxhidit 14-5. We propose the assignment of 4 instructional or
curriculum specialists t® each of the 20 districts in the new
regions. Skill areas would e balanced across adjacent districts
SO as to provide maximum coverage of content specialties within
given geographic areas, while still maintaining the decentralized
orientation of these support sarvices. Additional content area
assistance would be developed through designating selected
individual teachers to occasionally provide consultation to other
schools within their districts under the guidance of the curri-
culum speciali§ts.

Inn addition, a professionally trained Resource Manager and

Personnel Manager would work in each District Office under the

direction of the District Administrator. These individuals would

415
. 14=10

— b, e - -




DIRECTOR

INSTRUCTION LOGISTICS FINANCE PERSONNEL

EXHIBIT 144
PROPOSED REGIONAL OFFICE STRUCTURE
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DISTRICT
ADMINISTRATOR

S ST
Ll

- LR
@

INSTRUCTIONAL
SPECIALISTS

RESOURCE
MANAGER

PERSONNEL
MANAGER

EXHIBIT 14-5
PROPOSED DISTRICT OFFICE STRUCTURE
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be responsible for such activities as assisting schools in supply
ordering, negotiating ISAs, monitoring'budget and finances, and
coordinating local personnel selection and transfer as directed
by the District Administrator.

The proposed District O0ffices will play a crucial role in
providing enhanced support to school principals. The instruc-
tional specialists and resource management specialists iocated in
each O0f these offices will be able to form strong relationships
with the 10-15 schools in their areas through frequent contact,
and thus be able to provide more‘agpropriate and timely assis-
+ance through their knowledge of the service needs of these
scheools. 1In addition, we have recommended that District Offices
ﬂave prihary supervisory and monitoring responsibilisy fer spe~-
cial education staff working at the schools within thzir area.
Staff development activities would also be initiated and provided
from the District Office.

The reporting/supervisory relationship across levels would
be quite simple: Regional Directors would repoit +o the DeDDS
Director, District Administrators would report to theirlréspec-
tive ®egional Directors, and school priacipals would report to
their respective District Administrators. There would be Do
supervigsory relationship hetween divisions or componente at one

level and similar entities at another organizational level.

PROPOSED STAFFING ALLOCATION

wem s - At S@veral-points -in--this -discussion we -have suggested the

reassignment of significant numbers of Instruction (Education)

14-13
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Division staff from ODS and Regional Offices to the disirict
level. On the basis of the revised structure presented in
previous sections, we propose an initial FY84 allocation of
staffing as follows:
oDSs - §%
Regions -~ 19§ S
Districts -~ 180
TOTAL 430
as additional operational activities in the personnel,
finance, and lcgistics areas are transferred from ODS to the
Regional Office level cver a 6-12 month period, we would
recommend a ‘urther ODS staffing reduction by 13~20 positions at
the GS-12 and below levels with a concomitant staffing increaée'
in the Regional Offices as shown below:
oDS ~ 40
Regions - 219
Districts - 180
TOTAL 430
The 50 remaining authorized positions (of DoDDS' current 480
positions) above the school level might be reallocated to school
level, for example, as Resource Managers reporting to principals
of the larger DoDDS schools.
Exhibit 14-6 indicates the curraent grade distribution of the
522 DoDDS administrative staff {including district-related staff)

on board as of December 1, 1982. In addition, we have shown the

‘grade distribution under the proposed new structure.

14-14
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CURRENT PROPOSED
STRUCTURE STRUCTURE
O. ‘i O. i
SES 2 0.4 2 0.5
GS=15 11 2.1 9 2.0
GS-14 43 8.1 34 8.0
GS-13 83 15.9 69 16.0
Gs-12 140 26.8 126 29.3
GS-11 26 6.9 30 7.0
Loc. Nat. 48 9.2 39 9.0
GS~-9 or 159 30.5 121 28.1
Below
Total 0000S
Staff 522 430
Central=-Q£fice
Professionals iis 270
Students Per
Central-0ffice
Professional
Ratio 441 5i4

EXHIBIT 14-6

GRADE OISTRIBUTION FOR CURRENT
‘ANO PROPOSED 00005 STRUCTURE
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The resultant ratio of students/central-office professional staff
{514) more clo;ely approaches that reported earlier for combina-
tion SEA/LEAs and for one large school system similar in size to
DobDS. Finally, Exhibit 14-7 shows projected division staffing
levels for the new structure in F784 and FY8S.

Planning for Implementation

In order to appropriately ;xecute this proposed reorgani-
zation, ODS will need to undertaxe early consultations with OPM
and OSD regarding the developmen: of revised functional descrip-
sions for each of the new organizational levels, the development
of revised job descriptions and job classifications for positions
at each level, and poten-ial personnel and budgetary actions that
may be required to fully implement the plan. As these consul-
tations proceed, ODS will need to revise current regulations and

directives to reflact these respecified functionas and activisies.

INTEGRATED PERSONNEL FUNCTION

DODDS principals by and large view <he CPO support they are
receiving as seriously inadeguate. Thirty-five percent report
that these services are unsatisfactory or very unsatisfactory.
Perceptions 0f inadequacy are more marked for activities invelv-
ing the prucessing of pay changes, handling of promotions, and
the hiring of substitutes and local teachers. Structuring these
personnel functions within DoDDS itself would create a stronger
incentive and greater accountability for high quality performance
for these vital pers?nnel activities than could probably ever be

achieved in the CPO organizational environment.

14-16
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rYyg4 FY8s
oDS
Director 5 5
Planning, Budgeting,
and Evaluation 20 20
Operations 30 ) 15
‘Subtotal 55 40
Region
Director . 6 6
Instruction 15 15
Logistics 72 77
Finance 72 27
Personnel 30 35
Subtotal 198 210
District -
Administrator 40 40
Instruction 80 80
Resources 40 40
Personnel 20 20
Subtoial 180 180
TOTAL 432 430

EXHIBIT 14-~7

PROJECTED DIVISION STAFFING LEVELS
BY FISCAL YEAR
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Twenty-eighet CPO offices overseas wera visited during the
representative site data collection. A total of 65 FTEs (based
on 195 individuals) were repcrted for the "time actually spent”
providing DoDDS support in these offices. Tabulations of the
number of DoDDS administrators, teachers, and support personnel
who were reported as currently the responsibility of the CPO
offices visited totaled 7,410 personnel. These numbers can be
extrapclated to astimate the actual time currently being spent by

cPo offices for all DoDDS personnel (exciudiag ODS). This ratio
11,053
7,310

; times ©5 FTEs to
r

estimation procedure involves multiplying
derive an estimate of total fime spent processing DoDDS-related
personnel mattars. This total time worldwide is estimated to be
97 FTEs, distributed as follows (based on decailed CPO inzerview
data):
40 FTE CPO/Chief/Specialist
15 FTE Agssistant
36 FTE Clerk/Clerk Typist/Secretary
6 PTE Miscellanecus
DoDDS has independently calculated the support necessary to
maintain this personnel funccion at 140 positions (including
training, technical assistance. etc., provided by organizations
above the individual c¢PoO office level).
CPO Directors generally view DoDDS activities as more com~
plex and time~consuming than other activities. These Directors

overwhelmingly (75 percent) view their DoDDS workload as in-~

creasing compared to 3 years ago. Many CPOs overseas report -

14-18
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difficulty in hiring and retaining quallfied personnel to staff
their activities, due in part to grade constraints on their own
staffing. Relatively little training specific to DolNS process-
ing activities is providad for on-board staff. Fully half of the
CPOs rate the quality of DoDDS' CONUS-hired »personnel folders to
be poor or very poor when they arrive from stateside CPO offices.
Two-thirds also indicate that DoDDS' CONUS hires are not properly
srepared when they arrive i the foreign countries Ep_which they
have been assigned. When asked to react to the sﬁggestion that
DoDDS should provide its owa personnel functiors rather than
depending on {po support: 54 percent opposed the idea, 21 percent
of CPOs favored this idea, and 25 percent were neutral.

How might this activity be implemented in DoDDS? We would
propose that the same number of full-time equivalents reported by
CPOs as actual time spent on DoDDs-related-aétivities (97 FTEs)'
be allocated to ‘incremental disirict level staffing so as to pro-
vide personnel services &s close to the schocl level as ﬁossible.
This numper of positions woulid translate to approximately five
addi+ional personnel function slots on average in each new Dis-
trict Office. ODS would assume responsibility for communication
and zransfer arrangements for CONUS hires prior to their depar-
tu-e from the U.S.

Some have argued thac transferring the QPO function to DoDDS
would tend to distance this activity even further from DoDDS*
school-level personnel, thus producing even more problems in the

personnel area. ‘Careful analysis of our data indicates that, on




average, CPOs are already servicing a dispersed DoDDS population.
The typical CPO services 285 on~bocard DoDDS personnel. If this
function were executed within 20 DoDDS District Offices, the
typical servicing load would increase to 536 personnel or an
approximate doubling. It is likely that most District Offices
will be in locaticns of high concentrations of DODDS personnel.
For a few remote locaticns DoDDS might wish to continue to con-
tract for on-site CPO services, thus at least assuring continuity

in personnel services provided in these lLocations.
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